NN 


IMT Nuremberg Archives 


H — 1073 


International Court of Justice 





NNN 


COMMISSIONER: 


COLONEL NEAVE; 


LAT PWORRN >» 


(THE COMMISSIONER 


\ 


CROSS PYANTWAT 
wR v7? res FU" La 





iN 


H1073 -0 


the prosecutisn 


PUTOS, 
+e dsl OO Oe 


å The declaration which yo 


e 


the purpose 





mi 


— 
Lom.5, 
6 


Ma ts T -Po 
+ax6 + ce. Ye 


m. hrar 
Neahre 
PUE 


` 


WR = 


the other matter, 


anewer the question what 


— 
he understands by 


n ran Atwr to the 
thie gueetion twice already / 
nis q le 





MN 


H1073 -0005 


NEAVE:; Will > witness answer the question? 


intention which 


followine stabement, It was 


under any circumstances, 


+ 
re 


>o an@ SD?" Witness wi 


pons?) 


of all to keen free the rear of the combat 


onnortunity for the Sino and 


4e what I understood by all 


COLONEL NEAVE: Ané 





Tn 


x TY T Ame pATOwTsD 
BY DR. LA LY R Lè 


int at any other acti 


conversa 


A Int 


; you use i e sentence 


i LiLo, 


cooper: 


based on eli? } a signment of 


own 


rou. certainly knew the com 


ne 


juerter-ma 





FAN 


— 


Oo 


RY DR 


24 a inte 


because f 1e acted 


intradas 





NN 


of the Fuehrer's c 


neesible Dia Ay 
rewrea lt but Warner read it to me and we 
ó unut Warner ? 


preamble in the above mentioned 


raAnmnN) eatelw 
iplet 


autnori 


over 
* 


ore needed no 


unctional 


Quartermaster 


a great extent 


a 





UM) ANT 


H1073 — 0009 


Thi 


3t apea aaA 


attered and 


a 


s disciplinary power 


refers only 


$ 


remember an example which would 


Hevdrick am convinced yor 





MMU 


H1073 -0010 





(NN 


memher of the 
n extraordinary matter xz 
heave heen an extrao 


end it would have 
ished br e OIILCs z VA 
een Tunisene ) 


hing about th 


not familia: 





Com. B. 


Take 2 - page 1 
1100-1200 
H1073 


25 July 1946 -0012 

Winkler 

Schellenberg 

Q. Can you tell us whether reports on the Commando Groups were submitted 
to Army headquarters? This would certainly have happened if these groups had 
been subordinate to Army headquarters. 

A, May I ask your permission to read this passage first? 

Q. Yds. Page 2, last paragraph - the report is mentioned, 

A, I take the liberty of stating that such a report was shown to me 
during the cross examination by the prosecution. On the ground of the knowledge 
of this report, I have taken personal position to this matter, 

Q. You had no hesitation to make use immediately of such document which 
just had been shown to you, and this in a testimony which you have given under 


oath, 


A, Will Dr. Laternser please explain to me what he understands by "make 


use of,"? 

Q. You made these reports the subject of your testimony, 

A, I was under oath and I had to take position in regard to this matter. 

Q. Were you shown the original reports? 

A. I cannot say that now. I have been shown so many things. 

Q. You state in your affidavit #12 that you acknowledged the correctness 

credibility of the reports just mentioned, 

A, I did So, because on the ground of my knowledge of the general form 
in which reports were drafted in the RSHA, I was convinced that these reports could 
not be falsified, 

Q. How mmmtx do you know that there were conversations between Heydrich and 
Wagner as regards to the further interpretation of disagreement? 

A. My defense counsel is suggesting that I have said that there were such 


conversations, but I'm convinced I used the word presumably, 
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Q. Witness, in this respect you are wrong. You state here"just while leaving 
I heard how they both wanted to discuss in complete privacy of the Fuehrer's command 
which was apparently known in advance by each of them personally, and kks its far 
reaching complications. After the half hour passover I was called in once more, 
just to say goodbye." 

A. It happened just as I stated here, 

Q. What did you hear when you were leaving? 

A, I heard that two gentlemen were desirous to discuss the order issued 
by the Tuehrer, However, 1 want to state that I cannot remember the exact words 
which were used during this conversation. 

Q. You will probably * be able to tell us whether this was actually the 
case afterwards? 

A, No, I was not present. I wasn't eavesdropping either. 

Q. It is stated on page 3 of your affidavit - "Therefore, I must express 
today my firm conviction that during the secret oral discussion between Wagner and 
Heydrich the extensive future activity of the Dombat Groups and Combat Commandos 
with the combat element of the Field Army was obviously discussed and delineated so as to 
include even planned mass executions," 

You did not have this impression during and immediately after the discussion, 

A, I was so busy with the formulating matter that I didn't think of ivè 

consequences, 


Q. But how does it come tnat later on you had this impression? 


A. If I am not mistaken I think I have tried to explain this in the affi- 


davit. On the ground of the report which was submitted to me by Oberfuehrer Stahlecker, 


I had to gain the impression on the ground of the data that if such a thing could 
happen, it must have been discussed, 


Q. You want to state that on the ground of the documents which were shown 
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TO You in 1945, you gained the impression that the conversation took place between 
Heyttrich and Wagner in May 1941? 
DR. KEMPNER: I object against this question for one reason, 
The document - the Stahlecker document is not a document of 1945 - to make it very 
clear - but a document of 1941. It was only shown to the witness in 1945, and I 
suggest that this question is changed to exact course of events, so that the wit- 
ness really knows what the matter is and not matters manufactured as suggested 
in 1945. 
COL. NEAVE: What is the exact date and description of this 
Stahlecker document? 
MR. RAPP: 1941 in the advance of Moscow, 
J GOL. NEAVE: Has the document been shown to the witness during the 
past do months? Is the document here - is it available? 
MR. RAPP: Yes, it is available. I know the document has been 


used in evidence. 
h 


[e] 
vk 


COL. NEAVE: I only wanted to —— Dr, Laternser is under 
a wrong impression. What is the number of the document? 

MR, RAPP: I believe - I'm not sure - it might be 871 P.S, 

COL. NEAVE: It would appear that you are under incorrect impression, 
and it is available as a document introduced by the prosecution and is dated some- 
time in 1941. 

DR. LATERNSER: Mr, President, I am parting from the same facts 
which have just been stated by Dr. Kempner. 

COL. NEAVE: There hasn't been a mistranslation here, has there? 


Keoorefexxenickoxkienciogum Has he refened to the document dated 1945, and it is 


true that you mean the document dated 1941 and shown to the witness in 1945. 


DR. LATERNSER: Yes, that is right. 
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COL. NEAVE: There seems to have been some misunderstanding, The 
document, I understand, is L-180, dated 15 October 1941. 

MR. RAPP: Signed by Dr..... 

COL. NEAVE: Personal property of the SS-Obergruppenfuehrer, 
Yes, it is signed by Dr. Stahlecker, Well that clears up that point. 

DR. LATERNSER: The objection against my question has become 
thus immaterial, 

COL. NEAVE: It all seems to be based on misunderstanding, Will 
you repeat your question so that we are quite clear on what you mean? Repeat the same 
question, Go ahead, Dr, Laternser, 


Q. Witness, you want to Say that today,that is to say the date when this af- 


fidavit was drafted - that is to say in 1945 - on the ground of the document which 


was shown to you in 1945, you gained the impression that the conversation held ` 
between Heydrich and Wagner in May 1941 was of the following contents. 
A. As I have stated in the affidavit, I tried to remember very exactly 


the time to which I was referring in this affidavit. On the grounds of documents 
which were shown to me in 1945 or in 1946, I draw, on my part, the conclusion 


that according to the goal of events, the conversation which took place in 1941 
presumably had these contents. 

Q. It is only a presumption of yours? 

A. I have stated that in the affidavit. 

Q. And you have no recollections of the time of 194] which could support 
this presumption of yours? 

A. Oh, yes. Later I heard af so many witnesses and according to the state- 
ments of these witnesses, I gained the impression that it was not perhaps a pre- 
sumption of mine, but a real fact, 

Q. Witness, I think you go a little too far. I must draw your attention 


to the fact that you are under oath, I have not finished my question, Witness, 
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you stated that in 1945, you presumed that the conversation of 1941 was of such a 
content and now you want to re-enforce this presumption of yours by the testimony 
which you just gave, Will you tell us that this is & fact? 

DR. KEMPNER: My objection against this kind of questioning is the 
following. The defense counsel put something in the mouth of the witness he has 
not said. The defense counsel has said, and now I say it in German - the witness had 
gained the impression that presumably he had said something. As a matter of fact 
the witness said, "I was forced to the conclusion that this has taken place 
presumably," 

COL, NEAVE: It is perfectly true he did add the word presumably | 
at the end of his answer, and it is possible that there is a certain misunderstanding 
here as to his answer, Pr, Laternser, but Gtherwise, Dr, Kempner, it is a perfectly 


Og 2A Bmore 


proper line ofg examination, Dr. Laternser hasn't misunderstood what I said? It was 


a proper line of Jexamination, 


DR. LATERNSER: No, 

Q. You just used the word "fact", 4s far as I can understand you, you 
have the intention of using this word to re-enforce a presumption? 

A. May I declare the following as regards to the whole complex? 

Q. No, you are supposed to answer my question, 

A. First I want to say that there is no need to remind me of my oath, First 
when I stated this presumption in my affidavit, I was in a Single cell. At least the 
essential contents of this affidavit were discussed when I was in a Single cell or 
at least when I had no opportunity of discussing this matter with other witnesses for 
the Sipo and SD, 

COL. NEAVE: Dr, Laternser, the Commission will adjourn for ten 
minutes, I want to see the defense counsel for the SD and Gestapo, 
Recess: 1130 hours 


Reconvened: 1145 hours 
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COL. NEAVE: Dr, Laternser, before we resume, how much longer 
do you expect your cross examination to take? 

DR. LATERNSER: I hope until noon. 

COL. NEAVE: Will you be re-examining, Dr, Kempner? 

DR. KEMPNER: Very short, but this means another hour on the 
affidavit. 

COL. NEAVE: Do you mean one o'clock, Dr. Laternser? 

DR. LATERNSER: One o'dlock,. 

COL. NEAVE: Do you really think you will need until one o'clock 
to finish with this witness? 

DR. LATERNSER: Yes. 

COL. NEAVE: Well you must make your questions as brief as pos- 
sible. The Tribunal gave permission to cross examine these witnesses on the 
understanding that you would be quite brief on the examination and limited entirely 
to the subject matter of the affidavit. Go on, 

Q. Witness, in your affidavit you mention the words "comprehensive report 


of combat group) - you have seen these reports in detail? 


A, May I read this page of my affidavit wmf before I answer the question. 


COL. NEAVE: Yes, you may do so, What page is it? 
DR. LATERNSER: Page 2 - last paragraph. 
A, Yes, according to the affidavit I read two reports. One - operational 
and situational report #6, and one - comprehensive report of combat group, 
Q. So you have seen the reports in detail? 
A, I have read them, 
Q. Is it stated in one of these reports or is there any remark that these 
reports had been passed on to Army headquarters? 
A, I cannot remember whether there was any statement as to the distribution 


of these reports, but I cam remember that during my cross examination, I gained the 
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conviction that these reports were as a matter of fact handed on to Army headquarters, 

Q. But you have not stated this in your affidavit? 

A, I don't know - may I read it onee more. No, I have not dealt with 
this question in the affidavit and only in so far as I refer to the sentence which 
was just read out, 

Q. You have just said that you were convinced that these reports were handed 
on to Amy headquarters, and you have gained this conviction out of these reports. 
Can you give any facts which are the grounds of this conviction? 

A. This is only my personal opinion - I cannot state any facts or documents, 

Q. But you just said that you gained this conviction when you read the reports? 

A, That is correct, but I have not expressed this view in the affidavit. 

Q. But you expressed this view now? 

A. Yes, I have done that, 

Q. I shall show you these two reports now and I shall ask you to show me the 
passages from which you could gain this conviction? 

A. There is no need of showing me this document, because I have just read 
the sentence which is essential for my conviction. It is a question of the praise 
which is given to the troop for the good cooperation with Hoeppner. 

Q. After the recess I shall have to ‘show these documents to the witness. 

COL. NEAVE: In view of that answer - is it really necessary to 
submit those orders? In view of that answer. 

DR. LATERNSER: The witness had said that on the ground of reports 
he had gained the conviction that the reports were handed on to Army headquarters. 
I will submit these reports after noon recess, 

COL. NEAVE: Well, you haven't been given permission to do so yet, 


I'm discussing with you whether it is necessary to submit these reports in view 


of his mswer as to what his conviction was, and with the object of saving time. 
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COL. NEAVE: He states that in this case the liaison was very 

close and almost cordial. and that ‘ig fact is the basis of his conviction that * orders 
were passed on to the Army, What is the point then of showing him the orders? The 
position clear, Well, you may refer to the matter later. If it is really necessary 
to clarify that further, you may xpa refer to that later, but not before you have 
spoken to me personally and supplied me with copies of those orders, so that I can see 


them. 


DR. LATERNSER: Very well. 


á tb 
COL. NEAVE: The only question here if /what the witness basie 


his conviction, and he gives a perfectly good answer, 
DR. LATERNSER: I will check this matter and I will come back to it, 
COL. NEAVE: I shall want to be satisfied that we need gum go into 
that matter further, and therefore you should show me copies of the orderS, 

Q. You further stated that....."the Oberbefehlshabers of the army groups 
and armies which were to take part in the ®ussian campaign were accurately 
informed through the normal OKH channels of communications about the extensive 
future mission of the Combat Groups and Combat Commandos of the Sipo and SD 
as including planned mass executions of Jews......" I now leave out the rest 
of the phar phrase, Did you know that Combat Groups received direct orders from 
the higher headquarters that they were not to discuss with the Army any of their 
actions and that this decree was handed by Hitler personally both to the Army and 
to Himmler? 

A. poneo banoe My answer again concerns itself with two 
points. Firstly, I don't know of any such order, Secondly, just how or rather by what 
way I arrived at the statements I made in this affidavit and also in order to answer 
any possible further questions, I can make a rather exact or detailed statement concern- 


ing this, 
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Q. You stated today that you want to express your firm conviction. I ask 


you now - did you have this aame conviction in 1941 already or did you just arrive 
at it in 1945? 
A. I want to refer back to the wording of the affidavit which says exactly 


what I thogent. 
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Q That is not quite clear? 

A A Maybe then I might explain. 

Q Now I want to know when you formed this firm conviction? 

A In explaining Jwant to state that there are two lines of thought in 
my affidavit. 

Q I would like you toanswer myquestion first, when you formed this 
firm conviction, then you can give your explanation. 

A In order to explain how Jarrived at this gonviction, I have to state 
that there were two dif ferent lines of thought, two different ideas are merged 
into each other. One, what I had experienced during the course of the 
agreement or conferences -= 

COLONEL NEAVE: What day was that, in 19417 
THE WITNESS: May 1941. Secondly, the impression I received upon 
being interrogated in 1945,anmd upon being shown weekly reports of the Einsatz 


units, or combat units. The result of these two different ideas, of these 


two themes, was for a conviction which I arrived at in 1945, which I put dow 


in this affidavit. 
BY UR. LATERNSER: 

Q You further mentioned of 1-C in June 1941. 

A Yes. 

Q You state that you personally were present at one of these discussions, 
During that discussion which you attended, was the work of tle Einsatz Group 
discussed sofar as that soncerned themselves with the planned execution of 
Jews, Comunist and other elements of resistance. 


A I had already stated that this discussion was generally one that 
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concerred it selffdth the operations, ami their carrying them out,and also 


with actions of the SIFO am SD were concerned with relation as to the basis 
for that agreement which was the "Fuehrer Decree",which was that the rear 
of the fighting troops had to be kept clear at all costs. 

COLONEL NEAVZ: In order to make the record more clear, is this 
a discussion between Heydrich and Wagner in 1941, or thediscussion referred to 
at the beginning of the affidavit,in 1943, because if you are referring to 

LK ani 4 

Heydrich's discussion, it has already been covered in this aféidevtt. The 
witness has already stated wit he knows about it in the answer to your 
question in this cross examination. Now are you talkingabout another dis- 
cus sion? 
BY DR. LATARNSER: 

Q I speak now as I already stated in my question, this other discussion 
which took place in June 1941, inother words, during the discussion which you 
attemed they did not speak of mass executions? 

A During the discussionsat the beginning of June 1941 they did not dis- 
cuss the mass executions, but as to the other part Irefer to my previous 
answer,which is, that there were two parts to this meeting, one as Istated 
before,the operations meeting, and, secondly, the general meeting. 

Q During the course of this meting of the officers of 1-C, did you 

participate in further discussions? 

A Alreacy at thetime and during interrogations Iwas asked this Question, 
and at that time,alreacy, I had stated that sofar as I remember there was 
no further discussion,that is, I did not participate in any further discus- 
sions. 


Q If that was not the case, I wuld like to ask you what was the basis 
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of your corviction of the regular army and army group officers, how they 
through 

received their information iong the regular theregular army channel, 

concerning the planned mass exterminations, What facts can yougive concerning 

this? 

A Irefer my answer to my prevéus statement,since they are the actual 
background, am further I want to explain the following,and I ask you to 
permit me of what I want to explain. 

Q I ask you for th facts which lead to your conviction,that if the 
army and army groups were informed through regular arny channels of any 
possible planned sass executions‘? 

A I would like to ask, first, what does the defense point out, especially, 
what I mean by regular channels or normal channels of how the members, or 
general officers of the army ami army corps received any possible knowledge 
or information of these mass executions. A — 

Wn peta IOA 

COLONS] NAVE: Dr. Laternser,as I — it the witness hag already 
answered g abbeys of his conviction that this order was td ARP tay te 
channel§and of that information the amy was referred to, and you have asked 
whether you can submit those two orders to him originally referred to, and 
I said I would look at them first. Now we have already covered thet list. 

DR. LATERNSER: Mr. President, I asked the witness whether or not 
he has any facts in addition to his conviction that would point to the fact 


thatthe commamers of the Armies,and the Army groups were informed of any 


possible planned mass executions from the normal channels ofthe OKH. 


COLONEL NEAVE: Wait a minute. Dr. Laternser,that is the identi- 


cal cuestion you asked him before» Let's have his answer again. 
THs WITNESS: I would like to ask one other thing before I answer 


this question,since I do not know from the tone of the questioning, which 
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of the questions the defense lawyer wants to answer, or what he considers 
important. In his question does he want to know conceming the normal chan- 
nels of the OKH, or concerning any knowledge of the army commanders? 

COLONEL NEAVE: The witness can answers You can answer that 
question. You can state the facts on which you base your convictions, er- 
base—the—facts. Why do you say these orders were passed on? 

DR. LATERNSER: But as you have claimed already before —- 

COLONEL NEAVE: Wait a minute. Let him answer. Don't ask the ques- 
tion. Let him answer my question. 

THe WITNESS: If I leave out all these side points I can make 
this answer rather brief. First,the tone of the discussion at that time; 
secondly, the use of members of the SD ami the SIFO in fighting zone, and, 
thirdly, upon the actual occurrences. 

BY Di. LATERNSER: 

Q In other words, you do not have any specific facts which cm show 
that these army commamers were informed of any planned mass executions 
before the start of the campaign? 

A Thre almost logical pointwas enough proof for me. 

COLONEL NEAVE: I don't quite understand that answer. 


THE WITNESS: The almost logical sequence of the occurrences was 


enough proof for me. May I add, as Isaid in my affidavit, itwas enough proof 


for my conviction as I stated in the affidavit. 
BY Di. LATERNSER: 

Q Can you name me anywhere a commander in chief who was informed of the 
planned mass executions before the beginning of the Russian campaign? 

A I did not concern myself with this question in the last few years, 


Q In other woris, you donot care to name any one who was informed 
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of this that you know of? 


A According to my answer, no. 


Q Concerning the discussion of the 1-C that took place inJune 1941 
you state the following: Now you stated that this 1-C officers from the 
various commands had been called together by General Wagner. How did you 
know that General Wagner called together these 1-C officers? 

A If the formal side of this matter is so important, I want to state 
this as a fact,that the basis for my conviction was that Wagner himself had 
this discussion. 

But in this affidavit you stated that the calling together as a fact, 
ami not as you state now, that it was your conviction. 

A Ido not want to go into splitting words. Whatever I said in the affi- 
davit is complete truth, and, of course, I will tell the entire truth before 
this court also. 

COLO L NEA Yes ,but witness you can answer counsel's question. 

THE WITNESS: Then may I askthe President's permission if I can 
read my affidavit once again in order to remind me. 

OLONEL NEAVE: I think he has a copy of the affidavit. I got 
one here, I got the German here. 
BY DR. LATERNSER: 

You say just now tliat you said that this calling of this meeting was 

not a fact. 

A Yes, it was a fact since I personally with my own person was present, 

Q Yes,but inthis case you do not want to discuss the fact that there 
was’ such discussion and also tht Wagner called this discussion? 


A There is something that is missing from the affidavit, or since at 
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thetime of the interrogation no value was placed upon the question as to whom 
had called the meeting,but rather only that a meeting had taken place. 

OLCON&L NAVE: He says they were called for a meeting in his 

THE WITNESS: Yes,and I want to remain on that statement. 

LATSRNSER: But it seems that you do mot knowwhether or not Wagner 
called together these officers? 

A Istate that my subjective knowledge goes to the point that General 
Wagner led the discussion at that time,and at the time when I made out the 
affidavit that was suf ficient fact for me to make the statement. 

I understand your answer, witness, however, I wuld like you to answer 
the question. The question is, do you know if General Wagner called this 
discussion of the 1-C officers. 

A I want to state in this case that due to the long time that has 
passed, ami the fact that Iactually never saw a written printed invitation 
of Wagner, I/think having stated that my basic knowledge in this 
the fact that Wagner led the discussions. 

Inother wor s,you want to state your conviction in this 

\lso my subjective knowledge, basic knowledge. 

There is no answer to my question. You expressed your conviction in 
case, because evidently you can not give me positive proof of the fact 
Wagner called together these officers. 

A I have to say something now which I did not want to do since it is 
rather a comment in addition to this affidavit, if Iremember correctly. 


Wagner stated at the beginning of the meeting,"Officers, I call you together," 


and so forth, 
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Do you know whether General Wagner, ,the Quartermaster General, had the 

right to issue in the armies or army groups an order that 1-C officers come 
for a discussion with him? 

DR. KEMPNEJ I think the affidavit is quite right, not what 
Wagner has told him or Hitler has told him, The witness has stated very 
Clearly, he had called these people together,and that is what is in 


davit,and he has been harping now on this point for ten minutes without any 


result s. 


COLONEL NEAVE: Whether Wagner called the mesting or not is a 


Oy Kiwmprir . oaar 
ouestion of fact,and the defense, Ba-teterr y has the right to ete@ek the 


credibility of the witness in that respect. 

DR KEMPNER: I object again. 

— FEV naar 

COLONEL NEAVE: Doctor y whether or not hewas the proper person to 
tell 
sey it, does not seem to be very relevant. However, at-thie-time-in the 
cross examination 3% may continue provided it is kept short. We are 
concerred whether or not this meeting was in fact called by Wagner, 

THE WITNESS: May I answer the question? 

COLONEL NEAVE: Yes. 

THE WITNESS: I do not know whether this callingof this meeting 
by General Wagner was outside of his field of activities, or whether he acted 
upon a single decree by some higher person unknown to me. 

BY DR. LATERNSER: 

Q You further state in your affidavit, and I quote from the bottom of 
page 3:"The essential substance and purpose of this meeting was to outline the 
military strategy against Russia, and to announce the above-mentioned details 
of the written agreement reached by Wagner and Heydrich." You attended, as 


you stated before , only one discussion? 
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Yes, 

Q Did the discussions take several cays? 

A Sofar as I remember and I have stated, yes. 

Q How can you inform us of the basis idea and of the matters as to 
why this discussion was called,when you only attended one session of it? 

A Because the formal discussion concerning the point I have mentioned 
was discussed on the day I attended,ami I don't know what other discus- 
sions they concerned themselves with. 

Q In other words, you do not see any other reasons for the other 
discussions of the next days. Do you know what the matters were that were 
discussed in the next fewlays? 

A I stated already that due to the fact that in the discussion I 
attended the formal matters were all discussed, ami I suppose that in the 
next few days probably other smaller matters, as I have stated in the affi- 
davit, were discussed, 

In other words, you do not have yealtive knowledge what were the mat- 
ters under discussion of the discussions that took place within the next few 
days. 

do 

A I ixx want to refer back to the contents of the affidavit, in which 
Istated that I supposed that due to the actiongand discussions which I saw 
take place that I considered the facts which I had mentioned as the basis. 

Q You state as your conviction, or your idea,that in the discussions 
of the next few days the leaders were informed of the planned mass executions? 

A Yes. 

Q In other words, it is purely a probability, or an idea of your ow? 


A It is today still my personal, or rather strong conviction due to 
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the matters which actually occurred, 


Q You do not have, in other words, a positive knowledge that they were 


informed? 
A No. Maybe there are other witnesses for that. 
Q I have a witness, I now want to say this - 
Dk. LATERNSERs. I now want to introduce a document which I shall 
give the number of 7Ol—A. 
w 
COLONEL NEAVE Will you before introducing, hand this document to me. 
DR. LATERNSER: Yes. I want to submit an affidavit which was sworn to 
on l8 July by Brigadier General Kleikamp. Ihuote from this affidavit one 
sentence, 

'OLONEL NEAVE: Let him translate itffirst. Before you translate it 
IWant to see it. Dr Laternser, before your extract was translated, where was 
this affidavit formulated? 

DR. LATGRNSER: Yes. In Ahlendorf. 

COLONEL NEAVE: You want to submit this to the Comission as part 

tr 3 
of yerr record? 

DR LATERNSER: Yes, 

COLONEL NEAVE: Have you any comments? 

DR. KEMPNER:I understand in this proceeding as we have it today, 
this witness Bhould be cross examined whether his affidavit is true or not true. 
I don't think itis to introduce the affidavit in this stage of the whole case. 
If counsel thinks he has to question the witness about some sentence out of 


the contents here I would not object,but I object to the introduction of the 


affidavit. 
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COLONSL NEAVE: Dr Laternser, the Commission makes the following 
ruling in regard to this document. 
DR. LAuRNGGR: Mr Commissioner, I wish I could give my point 
of view concerning the objections of Dr Kempner. 
COLONEL WNUAVE: Well, briefly. 
DR LATERNSER: I believe that this objection is not correct. 
I am using, or doing something now which the prosecution has done time and 
time again in the last few months during the questioning of witnesses. 
COLONSL NEAVE: lait a minute. There has never been a 
dure like this before the Commissioner. This is a case where the Tri- 
bunal has given a special permission to defense counsel to cross examine 
one of the prosecution witness,and anything that previously had been 
before the Tribunal does not apply here at all. Go ahead. 


DR. LATERNSER: After I have submitted this document, I would like 


to ask one question ofthe witness,which probably would lead to the shot ening 


of the entire discussion. 

COLONEL NEAVZ: I sake the following ruling. You may submit this 
docunent to the witness, and cross examine him on it. Whether the document 
may be introduced in evidence — this =e of he Assy <i not during the 


fn Å A P vh of ‘Op T 
Commission hearings ip A A y p E adire a Lik En errol to the 


Judges durin: the lunch hour. It would appear to me the pee is per- 
fectly right, that it is not the correct manner in which to present docu- 
ments in the form of affidavits here. It is not exactly the same type of 
hearings that we have been having in the past; however, since this point 
may arise again, the Commissioner will speak to the Tribunal about it 


during the lunch hour. In the meantime, if you wish, will you submit the 
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affidavit to the witness. Wait a minute, I-əehał} translate the extract, as 
we want to know what it is about. 

DR LATERNSER:" The true duties, intentions and goals of the Einsatz 
Groups were not mentioned with a single word. ‘There use was explained to be 
as political security and investigation measures." 

COLONEL NEAVE: Is that all? 

DR. KEMPNER: Mr Commissioner, I think the witness should know 
the time of this alleged conversation or meeting. We don't know whether this 
meeting is identical with the meeeting that the witness has in mind. 

Go onand make that point clear. 

BY DR. LATERNSER: 

Q I show you,witness, a sworn affidavit of Brigadier General Kkeikanp, 
which I'll show to you immediately. At that time General Kleikamp was a 1-C 
officer of Army Group South,ami he participated in this meeting in June 1941. 
He states in this affidavit that the 1-C officers were not informed of any 


proposed mass executions within any part of Russia. This is a sworn affi- 


davit which I beg you to read through,and I would like to ask you question 


after you have read it.(\itness reads the affidavit). Witness, I would like 


to ask you whether you now remain with your firm conviction, when 1-C offi- 
cers during that discussion were informed of the proposed mass executions to 
Russia, or you remain of your firm conviction as you have stated after having . 
read the sworn affidavit of one of the participants? 

A I want to state the following sofar as this is concerned. If Brigadier 
General Kleikamp concerned himself with the meeting in the beginning of June 


at the meeting which I did mention in my affidavit, then it can be seen in 
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my affidavit that mass executions were not mentioned during that discus- 

sion; secondly, I don't doubt it that I would say that it was possible that 
what is mentioned in this affidavit was also under discussion,but I do re- 
member the fact that at the time was discussed the military use 


and the SD as a security for the socalled Rollbahnen, the supply roads lead- 


ing up to the front. This was not just a police measure, but it was actually 


to use as a military force the SIPO and the SD. I just made this example 


in order to show that the swom affidavit by Brigadier General Kleikamo is 
not cuite complete ,and I'll have to remain with my firm conviction that 

in that discussion later on the true use of these units, as I had to see 

it later, was discussed,and concerning which this Brigadier General Kleikamp 
does not say. 

You want to keep your conviction that during those meetings planned 
mass executions actually were discussed, even though you have in front of 
you a sworn affidavit of one of the participants in the discussion in June 
1941, which tell us that these matters were not discussed? 

A I do not want to evaluate the trustworthiness of these tw sub- 
mitted affidavits. I want to state again that in the discussions later on 
at the beginning of June 1941, which I did also mention in my affidavit, 
that in those latter discussions the matters as I have explained were pro- 
bably discus sed. 

Q Witness, how can you claim this was discussed at that time, even 
though you were not present? 

A I'll say that if you think back over the entire morning of cross 


examination here,the only basic question was, how I arrived at this con- 
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viction,and I don't think anything more can be said about it. 

COLONEL NEAVE: Dr. Laternser, do you want to go on any longer after 
lunch? This cross examination has gone on for a long time on this affidavit. 
Howmany more points do you wish to cover? 

DR. LATERNSER: I am to finish immediately. 

COLONEL NEAVE: Well, is this going to be your last cue stion? 

I think we will have to adjourn in any case, and—you—-save—your—pebnt.on 
this—docuitent.. Do you still wish to submit the orders referred to on 
page 2 of the affidavit? 
DR. LATERNSER: I don't think that it willbe necessary any more. 
COLONEL NEAVE: Is that all of your cross examination, 


N 


DR. LATERNSER: No. 


COLONEL NEAVE: How much longer do you want to go on with it? 


\ 


~ 


DR LATERNSER: Only a short time. 


COLONEL NEAVE: Well, it wł} be a very short time, as i 


short affidavit. 


(A recess was taken until 1400 hours) 
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I cannot remombor the subject matter 
I have ziven many affidevits. 
PY OF D iT USA 557) 
I show you this affidavit now and ask you to look it over, 


Did you sweer to this affidavit? 


Yese 


First of all, i would like to put a few questions in rogard to the 
this affidavit. ho drafted this declaration’? 


Ae Tho declaration which vou just showed mo‘ | drafted it. 
Did you write it down yourself? 
I vartly wrote it myself and reartliy dictated 
ho asked you for this declaration? 
I cannot remember the vam, but if I am not mistaken, it was a 
Colonel. 
Ñ., Were you told what was the oursose of is declaration’? 
Ae Noy I had the inpression the would be cross examined in regard 
to this question. 
Ye You were nob tol the purpose? 


he 


bid you make any corrections when you were civen this declaration 


Yes, I did. 
imen you signed it, you were of the opinion that this statement was 


correct? 


Tn 





i NAN 


Qe I refer to the followin: sentence of the affidavit: 
rder, I should see to it that the responsible services of the army were held 
in all aotivities of the so-celled Einsatserupoen and Finsets- 

conmmandoes of the Sipo and SD." 

Following thet sentence, I should like to ask you whet you mean by 
words “in all activities?" 

my I remerk thet you assume 
etter of fact 


"in all activities?" 


Wheat do you mean by 
Ae In this connection I have to point out two matters, First, of all 
the order ziven by the Fuehrer, which was on the basis of all the necotiations and 
the azreementS eses 
Qe I must in errupt you. e shall speak of the yehrer's order lat 
I aik ask you whet do you wmderstand by the words “in all activities” in this 
connection. Please answer this question. 
A. In order to explain this I he of the other matter. 
COLONEL WEAVE: Surely the witness can answer the question what he 
wuiderstends by “all activities.” 
Rs I have pu this question twice already to the witness 
VEAVE* Will the witness answer the question? 
BSS: The answer to this question is not as simple as thet as 


I have to describe the background to the agreement. Fe have to deal here with 


two different thincs, first the carrying out of the Fuehrer's order and secondly 


the intention which Heyd#tck had in this respect. 
BY vi — Ld 
Qe I shell speak of these things afterward. I should like vou to 


answer the question What do you understand by "ell activities” in this connection? 





Ae Partly from the order of the Fyehrer and of lleydrick and I make 
the following statement. It was the intention to keep free the rear of the combat 
troops under any ciroumstances. leydrick had the plan for the first tie to 
assign civil organizetions for combat on the front. lt was possibly the decisive 
plan of Neydrick as it was for the first tice in the history of war thet this was 
possible. 

COLONEL WEAVE: This witness is not answering the question. Did you 
know what was meant by the phrase, "all the activities of all the groups of 
Einsatsgruppen end Einsatscomandoes of the Sipo and SD?” Witness will you 
answor the question did you know wh at all these activities were? 

THE WITNESS; As I have already stated, this order was meant first of 
all to keep free the rear of the combat troops and secondly to give an opportunity 
for the Sipo and for the SD to fight’ on the battle front. Thet is what I understood 
by all ectivities. 

COLONEL NEAVES* And that is what you are referring to in the affidavit? 

THES WITNESS: That is what I am referring to in the affidavit. 

COLONEL NSAVE,; Yow, I think we oan go on. 

BY DR. LATERISERs 

Qe Did you mention or did you hint et any other activities in your 

conversation with General Wager? 

A. In the conversation I had with Seneralquartermaster Warner, we 
always dealt exelusively with the carrying out of the Fuehrer's order and the 
plan of Heydrick to use these civil organizations on the battle front. 

Qə You never mentioned mass extermination in your conversation with 
General Wagner? 


Ae Oe 


0 





Qe Now you use in this same sentence, the words "firmly obligated”. 
This expression shows thet you hed some suspicion toward Senoral “amier as regards 
te cooperation. Wheat was tho basis of thie suspicio 
Ae Thore was such a suspicion on the part of egner and ss far as I 
can judce this suspicion was based on his feeling thet an assignment of the Aipo 
end SD to combat troops would entail some difficulties in regard to the issuing of 
orders. lle also had the feelin: thet “eydrick would profit by such a situation in 
erect his own aray among the combat troops, with all the possibilities 
soldiers in combat and being decorated. 
Witness, you certeinly mew the competence 
Waster and what they were in principle regarding supplies and administration 
behind the lines? 
Ae I knew whet the ceneral and normal tasks of a quarter-mster were, but 
in this comecticon Warner acted as representative of the ary 
Did you not hesitate at thet tine to discuss these matters with 
the General Quarter Mestér as you knew of his competences? 
Ae I 4ust doclered to the contrary. I carmot wmderstand the question, 
I knew about the normal duties and normal ocmpetences of a cen ral 
quarter master but in this case Wagner acted as reprosentative of the Ol. 
Dre Kempner: I think we are now absolutely ouside of the affidavit. 
COLON L The combtence of military leader is never claimed in 
this affidavit or otherwise and thet Seneral Schellenberg knew ell the military 
matters « 
Ore laternser, where is this cross examination supposed to 
The noxt question will show that. 


WEAVE: Let us stop thet particular line. 


IM FAN 
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Ge You max just seid that during these negotiations you considered 
the zonerel quarter raster beins the representative of the 


Ae Yos, I hed to consider hia as such because fir as such 
during the negotiations which took place an? then he was introduced to 
by ‘leydrioke 


me as such 


You mentioned an order issued by the Fuehrer? 
A. Yes, I always like to repeat this order because 
the matter. 


v 


wanted to clarify 


You mentioned this order in the effidavit too? 
Yos. 


Qe Ib was the basis of the Fuehrer's comand mentioned at tho 
of this atreemont thet t 


e 


30g iming 


© Sipo and SD should operate within the field erny es 


well es connection with their supply lines 
possible. 


iy every means end as quickly as 
Did you read this order of the 


5 uehrer? 
I did not read it wyself, but 


egner read it to mo and we asrecd 
to use it as a preamble in the above mentioned a;reement. 


I do not mow if he 
read it out completely. 


Qe You yourself did not see the créer? 


Ae o, I never saw anything in writing. 
Qe 


n 


ace two of this affidavit, you say that, "The tacticel and 
unetionel authority and regponsibility oí 


fronteline headquarters of the Field 
Army over the Combat Commandos found no limitation in the agreement and therefore 
needed no further clarifications" What do you umderatend by the words, “tactical 
and fumeéional suthority?" 


Ae I have to enter into the 


motivé which was behind this whole 
arroenent e 


OR A 


73 -0043 





Qe Witness, you can tell us afterwards. Now, I should like 
uhat you mean by “teeticel and functional avti ority?* 

A. T can only em lain this point v ithin the ceneral shcemo. 
ia no sense in interrupting me always. I have already stated that the 

wrtermstor Werner wes afraid of evarick and his eivil organizations to e creat 
of the battle front. It is a question of the tecticel and 
21 euthority in the front territor. Thad matter alsost led to es reak=eoff 
of necotiations which tock place at that tice. When I started tebine pert i 
these negotiations I saw et once thet this wes the orveial point of all the 
necotietions on the part of Wagner. Sy the words, tactical end functional 
authority, I understend the unli ited gukiomkk authority of a pront commander. 
this is way I did not disouss ant furthor this special point during the 
nogotiations, but is was discussed later on in e conversation whi 
bener, hinsell, stated, speelting about this point and I solutely 
ronenbor the following words: "We ileydrick lam vory grateful to Sehellenberg 
for having discussed these questions with me in a very sensible way, because you 
es on olf navy officer will uriderstand thet there cannot be two masters on the 
fronte" Thus, leydrick was som whet flattered and he entered into a discussion 
at thet point, not for my sake, but for the sake of Wagner. 

Qe Furthermore, you state in your affidevit thet, “The egreovent cade 
it clear thet the administrative subordination embraced not only disciplinary 
subordinetion but also the obligation for rear headcuarters of the Field aruy 

to support the Combat Groups and Combet Commnndoes in atters of supply (gasoline, 
rations, etc.) ns woll as in the use © the commmicetions network." 
nye you ever head of a case in which the surerior officer hed made use of this 


disciplinary pwer acainet the Sipo or the SD? 


MON 





Âs Sy affidavit, as fer 
acreement and to the final 
was settled as I 
would illustrate this matter. ne mee esid t eydrick, "I om convineéd 
you heve your men in firm hends, but you know h Chines cen be in such a wer. 
ou can see how willing the army is to sub up with t} new orgen 
ean remember oenother example when Wa 
me difficulty on account of the d eleohol. You know in such 
easures." 
the battle line: 
members of the | ed to have vriority and this atte of course, had 
to be clarified. 
not exclude your enswerinr my question. 
niready answered the question I only referred to the 
reenont and not to a later stage. 
You are a witness and have to answer questions. 
I have ansvered questions. 
VE: You may ask the question, Dr, leternser,. 

Dre Le TENSEI fitness, I ask you whether you have e knowledge of a 
case in wheih an officer of the arny has made use of his disciplimry power 
egainst a member of the Spo or SD ? 

This is not in the affidavit. 
Dre fempner, this is cross examination and I will allow 


thet questione Dr. Laternser, please do not co too fer in this reference to an 


agteement outside of the affidavit. 


i — 





Re LATES I think the 


franework of this affidavit. 


m~ 


O One 


personally í 


Aftor this agroenent had taken place, 


This 


we 


head boen oumished by an oficer 


lL, I camot sey anything 


would have taken someone who was not 


iid not 


would have been an oxtraordinary matter if 


question which I just cut hardly exceeds 


care for the events the oaste 


hed no knowledge afterward * guch A case, 


a member of the 


of the ary and it would have becom 


about that point end they probably 


iliar with these matters. 
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Q.e Can you tell us whether reportes on the Commando Groups were sube 
mitted to Arny headquarters? This would certainly have havnene if these 
groups had been subordinate to Army headquarters. 

Ae May I ask your permission to read this oassage first? 

le Yes. Page 2, last paragraph = the report is mentioned. 

Ae I take the liberty of stating that such a report was shown to me 
auring the croses examination by the prosecution. On the ground of the 
knowledge of this report, I have taken personal position to this matter. 

G You had no hesitation to make use immeGistely of such document 
which just had been shown to you, and this in a testimony which you have 
given wder oath. 

Ae Will Dr. Laternser please explain to me what he understande by 

"make use of."? 

ue You made these reports the subject of your testimony. 

Ae Iwas under oath and I had to take position in regard to thie 
master. 

Qe Were you shown the original reports? 

Ae I cannot say that now. I have been shown so many things. 
&- You state in your affidavit "12 that you acknowledged the correct- 


ness and the credibility of the reports Just nentioned,. 7 


Ae I aia BO, because on the ground of my knowledge of the peneral 


form in which reports were drafted in the RSHA», I was convinced that 
these reports could not be falsified. 
Q. How do you know that there were conversations between Heydrich 


and Wagner as regarde to the further interpretation of disagreement? 


Ae My defense counsel is suggesting that there were such conversa- 
tions, but I'm convinced I used the word presumably. 





2 
Qe Witness, in this respect you are wrong. You state here “just 
while le ving I heard how they both wanted to disouss in complete privacy 
of the Fuehrer's command which was apparently known in advance by each of tr 
them personally, and its fat reaching complications. After the half 
hour oassover I was called in once more, just to say geottye.* 
Ae I happened juct as I stated here. AVN 
Qe What did you rear when you were leaving? —W 
Ae I heard that two gentlemen were desirous to discuss the omer 
issued by the Fuehrer. However, I want to state that I cannot remember 
the exact words which were uced during this conversation. 
| 4 You will probably not be able to tell us whether this was 
actually the case afterwaris? 
Ae No, I was not present. I wasn't eavesdropping either. 
Ae It is stated on page 3 of your affidavit =- “Therefore, I must 
express today sy firm conviction that during the secret oral discussion 
between Wagner and Heydrich the extensive future setivity of the Combat 
Groups and Combat Commandos with the com>»t element of the Field Army 
was obviously discussed and delineated so 2s to include even planned 
mass executions." 
You did not have this Impression during and immediately after the discus- 
sion. 
A. I was so busy with the formulating matter that I didn't think 
of its consequences. 
Q But how does it come that later on you had this impression? 


Ae If I am not mistaken I think I have tried to explain this 


in the affidavit. On the ground of the renort which was submitted to 


me by Oberfuehrer Stahlecker, I had to gain the impression on the ground 


of the data that 1f such a ting could happen, 


it 
discussed. must have been 
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Q You want to state that on the ground of the docements which were 


shown to you in 1945, you gained the impression tht the conversation took 
nlace between Heydrich and Wagner in May 1941? 

Dr. KEMPNER: I object against this question for one reason. The 
document - the Stahlecker document is not a document of 1945 = to make it 
very clear - but a dooument of 1941. It was only shown to the witness 
in 1945, and I suggest thet this question is changed to exact course of 
events, so that the witness really known what the matter is and not 

matters manufactured ae sugested in 1945. 

COL. NEAVE: What is the exact date and description of this 
itehLecker document’? 

MRe RAP!’ 1941 in the advance of Norcow. 

COLe NEAVE: Has the document been shown to the witness during the 
past two months. Is the document here — is it available? 

MR RAPP: Yes, it is available. I know the document has been used 
in evidence. 

COle NEAVES i only wanted to satisfy that Dr. Laternser is under 
a wrong impression. What is the number of the document? 

MR. RAPP? I believe = I'm not sure — it might be 871 P.. 

COL. NEAVE; It would aprear that you are under incorrect imprescion, 
and it is available as a doownent introduced by the »rosecution and 
is dated sometime in 1941. J 

DR. LATERNSER: Mr. President, I am parting from the same faota which 
have just been stated by Dr. Kempner. 

COL. NEAVE: There hasn't been a mietranelation here, hos there? 

Has he referred to the document dated 1945, end it is true that you mean 


the document dated 1941 and shown to the witness in 1945. 


H1073 -0049 


DRe LATERNSER: Yes, that is right. 





COL. NEAVE: There seems to have been some m&sunderstanding. 
The document, I G@mderstand, is L-180, dated 15 October 1941. 
MR. RAPP; Signed by Dr..... * 
COL. NEAVE: Personal property of the SS-Oberrruppenfuehrer. Yes, 
it is signed by Dr. Stahlevker. Well that clears up that point. 
DR. LATERNSERS The objection gainst my question hee become thus 
immaterial. 
COL». NEAVE: It all seems to be based on misunderstanding. will 
you repeat your question so that we are quite clear on what you mem? 
Repeat the same question. Go ahead, Dr. Laternser. 
Qe Witness, you want to say that today, that is to say the date wen 
this affidavit wae drafted - that is to ay in 1945 - on the ground of the 
dooumen’ which was shown to you in 1945, you gained the impression that 
the conversation held between Heydrich and Wagner in May 1941. was of the 


following contents. 


A. As I have stated in the affidavit, I tried to remember very 


exactly the time to which I was referring in thig affidavit. On the grounā 
of documents which were shown to me in 1945 or in 1946, I draw, on my 

part, the conclusion thet according to the goal of events, the conversa- 
tion which took place in 1941 presumably had these contents. 

ee eee ren ae HAL UL 

Ae I have stated that in the affidavit. H1073 -0050 

q. And you have no recollections of the time of 1941 which could 
support this presumption of yours? 

Ae Oh, yes. Later I heard so many witnesses and according to the 
statements of these witnesses, I gained the impression thet it was not 
perhaps a presumption of mine, but a real fact. 

Ge Witness, I think you go a little too far. I must draw your ; 
attention to the fact that you are under oath. I have not finished 


my question, Witness. 





5 
you stated thet in 1945, you presumed that the conversation of 1941 was 
of such a content and now you want to re-enforce this presumption of 
yours by the testimony which you just gave. W111 you tell us thet this 
is a fact? 

DR. KEMPNER: My objection against this kind of questioning is the 
following. The defense counsel put something in the mouth of the witness 
he has not said. The defense counsel has said, and now I say it in German =- 

the witness had gained the impression that presumably he had said something. 
As a matter of fact the witness said, "I was forced to the conolusion that 


this has taken place presumably." 


COL. NEAVE: It is perfectly true he did add the word presumably 


at the end of his answer, anā it is possible that there is a ce tain 
misunderstanding here as to his answer, Dr. Laternser, but otherwise, Dr. 
Kempner, it is a perfectly proper line of examination. Dr. Laternser 
hasn't misunderstood what I said., It was a proper line of examination. 

DR. LATERNSER: No. 

fi You just used the word "fact". As far as I can understandyou, 
you have the intention of using this word to re-enforce a presumption? 

A. May I declare the following as regards to the whole complex? 

Ge No, you are supposed to anower my question. 

A. Firet I want to say that there is no need to remind me of my oath. 

First when I stated this presumption in my affidavit, I was in a 
single cell. At least the essential contents of this affidavit were 
discussed when I was in a single cell or at least when I had no opportunity 
of discussing this matter with other witnesses for the Sipo and SD. 

COL. NEAVE; Dr. Laternser, the Commission will adjourn for ten 
minuted. I want to see the defense counsel for the SD and Gestapo. 


Recess: 1150 hours 


Reconvened: 1148 hours NA 
H1073-0051 
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COL. NEAVE: Dr. Laternser, before we resume, how much longer 
do you expect your corse examination to take? AT | | 
DR. LATERNSER: I hope until noon. — li | 


COL» NEAVE: W111 you be re-examining, Pr. Kempner? 


DR. KEMPNER; Very short, but this means another hour on the 


affidavit. 
COL. NEAVE: Do yow mean one o'clock, Dr. Laternser? 
DR., LATERNSER: One o'clock. 
COL. NEAVE: Do you really think you will need until one o'clock 
to finish with this witness? 
DR. LATERNSER: Yes. 
GOL. NEAVE: Well you must make your questions as brief as possible. 
The Tribunal gave permission to cross examinet these witnesses on the 
understanding that you would be quite brief on the examination and 
limited entirely to the subject matter of the affidavit. Go onl 
4. Witness, in your affidavit you mention the words "comprehensive 
report of combat group" =- you have seen these reports in deteil? 
A. May I read this page of my affidavit before I answer the cuestion. 
COL. NEAVE: Yes, you may do so. What page is it? 
DR. LATERNSER: Page 2 — last paragraph. 
Ae Yes, according to the affidavit I read two reports, One =~ spernxt 
Operational and situational report # 6 snd one - comprehensive report of 
combat group. 
& So you have seen the reports in detail? 
A. I have read them. 
Qe Is it stated in one of these reports or is there any remark that 
these reports had been passed on to Arny headquarters? 


Ae I cannot remember whether there was any statement as to the 


distribugion of these reports, but I can remember that during my crogs 
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examination, I gained the conviction that these reports were as a matter 


of aot haniod on to Aray headquarters 0A 

Q. But you have not stated this in your affidavit? K 

Ae I don't know - may I read it once more. No, I have not dealt 
with this question in the affidavit and only is so far as I refer to the 

sentence wiich was just read out. 

Q. You have just sai that you were convinced that these revorts 
were handed on to Army headquarters, and you have gained this conviction 
when you read the reports? 

A. That is correct, but I have not expressed thie view in the 

affidavit. 

Qe But you expressed this view not? 

A. Yes, I have done that. 

qe I shall show you these two reports now and I shall ask you to 

show me tie passages from whieh you could gain this conviction. 

A. There is no need of showing me this document, because I have 

just read the sentence which is ecsential for my conviction. It is a 
question of the praise which is given to the troop for the good cooperation 
with Hoeppner. 

Q After the recess I shall have to show these documents to the 

witness. 

COL. NEAVE: In view of that answer - is it really necessary to 

submit those orders? In view of that amzurs answer. 


DR. LATERNSER: The witness had said thet on the ground of reports 


he had gained the conviction that the reports were handed on to Army 


headquarters. I will submit these reports after noon recess. 
GOL. NEAVE: Well, you haven't been given permission to do go yet. 
I'm disoussing with you whether it is necessary to submit these reporte 


in view of his answer as to what hie conviction was, and with the ob ject 





of saving time. 
COL. NEAVE: He dates thet in this case the liaison was very close 
and almost cordial, and that in fact is the basis of his conviction 
that the orlers were passed on to the Army. What is the point then of 
showing him the orders? Ig the position clear. Well, you may refer 
to the matter later. If it is really necessary to clarify that 


further, you may refer to that later, but not before you have spoken to 


me personally and supplied me with copies of those orders, so that I can 


H1073-0054 


DR. LATERNDER: Very well, 
GOL. NEAVE: The only question here if whet the witness basis his cow 
viotion, and he gives a perfectly good answer. 
DR. LATERNSER;I will check this matter and I will come back to it. 
GOL. NEAVE; I shall want to be satisfied that we need go into 
that matter further and therefore you should show me copie of the order. 
Q. You further stated that....."the Oberbefehlshabers of the army 
groups and armies which were to take part in the Russian campaign were 
accurately informed through the normal OKH channels of communications 
about the extensive future mission of the Combat Groups and Combat 
Commandos of the Sipo and SD as including planned mass executions of Jews..." 
I now leave out the rest of the phrase. Did you know that Combat Grouns re 
ceived direct orders from the higher headquerters that they were not to 
discuss with the Army any of their actions and thet this deeree was 
handed by Hitler personally both to the Army and to Himmler? 
A. My answer again concerns itself with two points. Firstly, 
I don’t know of any such order. Secondly, just how or rather by what 
way I arrived at the statements I made in this affidavit and also in 
order to answer any possible fu rther questions, I can make a rather 


exact or detailed statement concerning this. 
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S- You stated today that you want to express your firm conviction. 


I ake you now e did you have this same conviction in 1941 already or 


aid you just arrive at it in 194%. 
Ae I want to refer back to the wording of the affidavit which 


says exactly whet I thought. 


00 ny 
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Gallagher 
25 July 1046 
1200-2500 
SCHELLENB ERG 


Q That is not quite clear? 
Maybe then I might explain. 


A 
Q How I want to know when you formed this firm conviction? 
A 


In explaining I want to state that there are two lines of thought 
in my affidavit. 
Q I would like you to answer my question first, when you formed this 
firm conviction, then you can give your explanation, 
A In order to explain how I arrived at this conviction, I have to 
state that there were two different lines of thought, two different ideas 
are merged into each other. One, what I had experienced — the 
course of the agreement or conferences<-< 
COLONEL NEAVE: What day was that, in 19417 
THE WITNESS: May 1941. Secondly, the impression I received upon 
being interrogated in 1945, and upon being shown weekly reports of the Hinsats 
units, or combat units, The result of these two different ideas, of these 
two themes, was for a conviction which I arrived os in 1945, whieh I put down 
in this affidavit, 
BY DR. LATERNSERs 
Q You further mentioned of l-G in June 1941, 
å Yese 
Q You state that you personally were present at one of these discussions, 
During that discussion which you attended, was the work of the Rinséts Group 
discussed so far as that concerned themselves with the planned execution of 
Jows, Communists and other elements of resistance, 


A I had already stated that this discussion was generally one that 
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concerned itself with the operations, and their carrying them out, and also 


oie 


with actions of the SIPO and 5D were concerned with relation as to the basis 
for that agroement which was the "Fuehrer Decree,” which was that the rear 
of the fighting troops had to be kept clear at all costs, 

COLONEL NEAVEs In order to make the record more clear, is this 
a discussion between Heydrich and Wagner in 1941, or the discussion referred to 
at the beginning of the affidavit, in 1943, because if you are referring, to 
eydrich's discussion, it has already been covered in this affidavit. ‘The 
witness has already stated what he knows about it in the answer to your 
question in this cross examination. Now are you talking about another dis- 
cussion? | 
BY DR. LATERUSER: 

Q I speak now as I already stated in my question, this other discussion 
which took place in June 1941, in other words, during the discussion which you 
attended they did not speak of mass executions? 

A During the discussions at the beginning of June 1941 they did not dis- 
cuss the mass executions, but as to the other part I refer to my previous 
answer, Which is, that there were two parts to this meeting, one as I stated 
before, the operations meeting, and, secondly, the general mooting. 

Q During the course of this meeting of the officers of 1-6, did you 
perticipate in further discussions? 

4 Already at the time and during interrogations I was asked this question, 
and at that time already I had stated that so far as I renémber there was 
no further discussion, that is, I did not participate in any further discus- 


Sinse 


hy If that was not the case, I would like to ask you what was the basis 
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ef your conviction of the regular army and army group officers, how they 
received their information through the regular arny channel, concerning 
the planned mass exterminations, ‘hat facts can you give concerning this? 

A I refer my answer to my previous statement, since they are the 
actual background, and further I want to explain the following, and I ask you to 
permit me of what I want to explain. 

Q I ask you for the facts which lead to your conviction, that if 
the army and army groups were informed through regular army channels of any 
possible planned mass executions? 

A I would like to ask, first, what does the defense point out, 
especially, what I mean by regular channels or normal channels of how the 
members, or general officers of the arny and army corps received any possible 
knowledge or information of these mass executions, 

COLONEL WEAVE} Dre laternser, as I get it the witness had already 
answered a basis of his conviction that this order was possibly fron arny 


channel, and of that information the army was referred to, and you have asked 


whether you can submit those two orders to hin originally referred to, and 


I said I would look at them first. Now we have already covered that list. 

DR. LATERNSER: Mre President, I asked the witness whether or not 
he has any fasts in addition to his conviction that would point to the fact 
that the commanders of the Armies, and the Army groups were informed of any 
possible planned mass executions from the normal channels of the OM. 

COLONEL NEAVE; Wait a minute, Dr. laternser, that is the identi- 
cal question you asked him before, Let's have his answer again, 

Til WITNESS¢ I would like te ask one other thing before I answor 
this question, since I do not know from the tone of the questioning, which 
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of the questions the defense lawyer wants to answer, or what he considers 
importante In hig question does he want to know concerning the normal chan- 
nels of the OKH, or concerning any knowledge of the army commanders? 

COLONEL WEAVE: The witness can answer. You can answer that 
question. You can state the facts on which you base your convictions, or 
base the facts. Why do you s ay these orders were passed on? 

DRe LATSRNSER: But as you have claimed already before 

COLONEL NEAVE: Wait a minute. Let him answer. Don't ask the ques- 
tion, Let him answer my question. 

TE WITNESS, If I leave out all these side points I can make 
this answer rather brief, First, the tone of the discussion at that time; 
secondly, the use of members of the SD and tho SIPO in fighting sone, and, 
thirdly, upon the actual occurrences. 

BY DR. LATERNSIER: 
2 In other words, you do not have any specific facts which ean show 
that these army commanders were informed of any planned mass executions 
before the start of the campaign? 
A The almost logical point was enough proof for mo. 
COLONEL MEAYEs I don't quite understand that answer. 


THE WITNESS: The almost logieal sequence of the ocourresees was 


enough proof for mo, May I add, as I said in my affidavit, it was enough proof 


for my convicBion as I stated in the affidavit. 
BY DR. LATERNSERs 
a Can you name me anywhere a commander in chief who was informed of 
the planned mass executions before the beginning of the Russian campaign? 
A I did not concern myself with this question in the last few yoarse 
Q Tn othor words, you de not caro to name any one who was informed 
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ef this that you know of? 
A According to my answer, no⸗ 
Q Concerning the discussion of the l-0 that took place in June 191 you 
state the following: Wow you stated that this 1-0 officers from the various 
comands had been called together by General Wagnere vow did you know that 
General Wagner called together these 1-C officers? 
A If the formal side of this matter is so important, I want to state this 
as a fact, that the basis for my conviction was that Wagner himself had this 
discussione 
4 But in this affidavit you stated that the calling together es a fact, 
and not as you state now, that it was your conviction, 
A 1 do not want to go into splitting wordse ‘hatever I said in the affidavit 
is complete truth, and, of course, I will tell the entire truth before this court also, 
COLONEL WRAYEs Yes, but witness you can answer counsel's question. 
' THE WITNESS: Then may I ask the President's permission if I can read 
my affidavit once again in order to remind me. 
COLONEL, NEAVEs I think he has a copy of the affidavit. I got one here, 
I got the German here, 
BY DR. LATERNSARs 
Q You say just now that you said that this calling of this meeting was not a fact. 
A Yes, it was a fact since I personally with my own person was present. 
2 Yes, but in this case you do not want to discuss the fact that there was 
such discussion and also that Wagner called this discussion? 
A There is something that is missing from the affidavit, or since at the 
time of the interrogation no value was placed upon the question as to whom had 


called the meeting, but rather only that a meeting had taken place. 


COLONEL NEAVEs He says they were called for a meeting in his affidavit, 





ANA 


1073-0061 


ae 
THE WITNESS: Yes, and I want to remain on that statenent. 
BY DR. LATERNSER: But it seems that you do not know whether or not Wagner called 
together these oficera? 

A I state that my subjective knowledge goes to the point that General Wagner 
led the discussion at that time, and at the time when I made out the affidavit 
that was sufficient fact for me to make the statement. 

Q I understand your answer, witness, however, I would like you to enswer 
the question. The question is, do you know if General Wagner called this 
discussion of the 1-C officers, 

A I want to state in this case that due to the long tine that has passed, 
and the fact that I actually never saw a written printed invitation of Wagner, 

I think having stated that my basic knowledge in this case is of the fact that 
Wagner led the discussions. 

Q In other words, you want to state your conviction in this case? 

A Also my subjective knowledge, basic knowledge, 

Q There is no answer to my quesiion, You expressed your conviction in this 
case, because evidently you can not give me positive proof of the fact that 
Wagner called together these officers, 

A I have to say something now which I did not want to do since it is rather 
& comment in addition to this affidavit, if I remember correctly. Hagnor stated 
at the begiming of the meeting, "Officers, I call you together," and so forthe 

Q Do you know whether General Wagner, the Quartermaster General, had the 
right to issue in the armies or aray groups an order that 1-€ officers come for 


a discussion with him? 


OR. KEMPWERs I think the affidavit is quite right, not what Wagner has 


told him or Hitler has told him. The witness has stated very clearly, he had 


called these people together, and that is what is in the affidavit, and he has 
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* been harping now on this point for ten minutes without any results. 

GOLOWEL NEAVEs Whether Wagner called the meeting or not is a question 
of fact, and the defense, Dr. Laternser, has the right to attack the credibility 
of the witness in that respect, 

DR. KiMPNER: I object again, 

COLONEL NUAVEs Doctor, whether or not he was the proper person to say 
it, does not seem to be very relevant. lowever, at this time in the cross examina- 
tion in may continue provided it is kept short. We are only concerned whether 
or not this meeting was in fact called by Wagner. 

THE WITNESS: May I answer the question? 

COLONEL WEAVE: Yes, 

THE WITNESS: I do not know whether this calling of this meeting by 
General Wagner was outside of his field of activities, or whether he acted upon 
a single decree by some higher person unknown to me. 

BY DRe LATERNSERS 

Q You further state in your affidavit, and I mote fromthe bottom of page 3: 
"The essential substance and purpose of this meeting wasto outline the military 
strategy against Russia, and to armounce the above-mentioned details of the written 
agreement reached by Wagner and Heydrich,” You attended, as you stated before, 
only one discussion? 


Tose 


A 
Q Did the discussions take several days? 
A 


So far as I remember and I have stated, yese 
Q How can you inform us of the basis idea and of the matters as to why this 
discussion was called, when you only attended one session of it? 
A Because the formal discussion concerning the point I have mentioned was 


discussed on the day I attended, and I don't know what other discussions they 





concerned themselves with. 
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Q In other words, you do not see any other reasons for the other discussions 


abe 


of the next dayse Do you know what the matters were that were discussed in the 
next few days? 


A I stated already that due te the fact that in the discussion I attended 


the formal matters were all discussed, and I suppose that in the next few days 


probably other smaller matters, as I have stated in the affidavit, were discussed, 
in other words, you do not have positive knowledge what were the matters 
under discussion of the discussions that took place within the next few days. 

A i do want to refer back to the contents of the affidavit, in which I 
stated that 1 supposed that due to the actions and discussions which I saw take 
place that I considered the facts which I had mentioned as the basis. 

Q You state as your conviction, or your idea, that in the discussions of 
the next few days the leaders were informed of the planned mass executions? 

A Yes, 

2 In other words, it is purely a probability, or an idea of your own? 

A it is today still my personal, or rather strong conviction due to the 
matters which actually —* 


2 You do not have, in other words, a positive knowledge that they were 
informed? 
A Woe Waybe there are other witnesses for thate 
2 I have a witness. I now want to say this =- 
Die LATIRESER? I now want to introduce a document which I shall give 
the number of 704. ` 
COLONEL WEAVE: Will you before introducing hand this document to ae. 
DR. LATERNSTR: Yes, I want to submit an affidavit which was sworn to 


on 16 July by Brigadier General Kleikamp. I quote from this affidavit one sentence. 
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COLONEL NGAVSs Let him translate it first. Before you translate it I 
want to see it. Dre Laternser, before your extract was translated, where was this 
affidavit formated? 

DR. LATERNSER: Yese In Ahlendorf, 

COLONEL WEAVEs You want to submit this to the Commission as part of 
your record. 

DRe LATEANSER: Yes, 

COLCNSL NUAVE: Have you any comments? 

Die KEMPNER: I understand in this proceeding as we have it today, this 
witness should be cross examined whether his affidavit is true or not true. I 
don't think it is to introduce the affidavit in this stage of the whole case, If 
counsel thinks he has to question the witness about some sentence out of the 
contents here I would not object, but I object to the introduction of the affidavit. 

COL NEL MLAVEs Dre Laternser, the Commission makes the following 
ruling in regard to this documente 

DR. LATERNSIR: Wr. Commissioner, I wish I could give my point of 


view concerning the objections of Dr. Kampner e 


COLONEL WEAVE: Well, briefly. 


DR. LATERNSER: J believe that this objection is not correct. I am 
using, or doing something now which the prosecution has done time and time again 
in the last few months during the questioning of witnesses, 

COLONEL NsAVEs: Wait a minute, There has never been a procedure like 
this before the Commissioner, This is a case where the Tribunal has given a 
special permission to defense counsel to cross examine one of the prosecution 
witness, and anything that previously had been before the Tribunal does not apply 


here at all, to ahead, 


Die LATSRNSK: After I have submitted this document, I would like to 
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ask one question of the witness, which probably would lead to the shortening of y 
the entire discussione 

COLONSE NHAVEs I make the following rulinge You may submit this 
document to the witness, and cross examine him on it. Whether the document may 
be introduced in evidence during this time of hearing, and not during the 
Commission hearings if the affidavit is questioned, I'll refer it to the Judges 
during the lunch hour. I would appear to me the prosecution is perfectly right, 
that it is net the correct manner in which to present documents in the form of aff4e 
davits here, It is not exactly the same type of hearings that we have been having 
in the past; however, since this point may arise again, the Commissioner will 


speak to the Tribunal about it during the lunch hour, In the meantime, if you 


wish, will you submit the affidavit to the witness. Wait a minute, I shall 


translate the extract, as we want to know what it is about, 

Die LATERNSIR: "The true duties, intentions and goals of the Hinsats 
Groups were not mentioned with a single word. There use was explained to be as 
political security and investivation measures." 

COLOWEL NEAVRs Is that all? 

DRe KKMPNERS Mr. Commissioner, I think the witness should know the 
time of this alleged conversation or meeting. We don't know whether this 
meeting is identical with the meeting that the witness has in mind, 

COLONLL NEAYKs Go on and make that point clear, 

BY DR. LATHANS: Rs 

Q I show you, witness, a sworn affidavit of Prigadier General Kleikamp, 
which I'l) show to you immediately, At that time General Kleikamp was a 1-0 
officer of Army Group South, and he participated in this meeting in June 191, 
He states in this affidavit that the 1-C officers were not informed of any 


proposed mass executions within any part of Russiae This is a sworn affidavit 
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which I beg you to read through, and I would like to ask you a question after you 
have read it. (Witness reads the affidavit). Witness, I would like to ask you 
whether you now remain with your firm conviction, when 1-0 officers during that 
discussion were informed of the proposed mass executions to Russia, or you remain 
ef your firm conviction as you have stated after having read the sworn affidavit 
of one of the participants? 

À I want to state the following so far as this is concerned. if Brigadier 
General Kelikamp concerned himself with the meeting in the beginning of June 
at the meeting which I did mention in my affidavit, then it can be seem in 
my affidavit that mass executions were not mentioned during that discussion; 
secondly, I don't doubt it that I would say thet it was possible that what is 
mentioned in this affidavit was also under discussion, but I do remember the fact 
that at the time was discussed the military use of SIPO and the SD as a security 
for the so-called Kollbahnen, the supply roads leading up to the front. This 
was not just a police measure, but it was actually to use as a military force 
the SIPO and the SD. I just made this example in order to show that the sworn 
affidavit by Brigadier General Kleikamp is not quite complete, and 1'11 have to 
remain with my firm conviction that in that discussion later on the true use of 


these units, aa I had to see it Later, was discussed, and concerning which this 


Brigadier General Kleikamp does not saye 

2 You want to keep your conviction that during those neetings planned mass 
executions actually were discussed, even though you have in front of you a sworn 
affidavit of one of the participants in the discussion in June 1941, which tell 


us that these matters were not discussed? i 


A I do not want to evaluate the truthworthiness of these two submitted 


affidavits. I want to state again that in the discussions later on at the 


beginning of June 191, which I did also mention in my affidavit, that in those 





MUNAIN 


H1073-0067 


-12— 
latter discussions the matters as I have explained were probably discussede 

2 Witness, how can you claim this was discussed at that time, even 
though you were not present? 

A I'll say that if you think back over the entire mørning of cross examination 
here, the only basic question was, how I arrived at this conviction, and I don't 
think anything more can be said about ite 


COLONEL NEAVEs Dre Laternser, do you want to go on any longer after 


lunch? This cross examination has gone on for a long time on this affidavit. 


How many more points do you wish te cover? 

DRe LATSRNSERs I am to finish immediately. 

COLONEL NEAVE: Well, is this going to be your last question? I think 
we will have to adjourn in any case, and you save your point on this document. 
Do you still wish to submit the orders referred to on page 2 of the affidavit? 

DRe LATERNSER: I don't think that it will be necessary any more. 

COLONEL NEAVEs Is that all of your corses examination. 

DRe LATAANSORs Noe 

COLONEL NEAVE: How much longer do you want to go on with it? 

DR. LATERNSERs Only a short time. 

COLONEL WEAVE: Well, it will be a very short time, as it is a very 
short affidavit, 


(A recess was taken until 1400 hours) 





bed NL N 


Take 4, page 1 ae 
Biolsl 

1400 = 1500 

25 July 1946 

Valter Schellenberg 


The Cownission reconvened 
at 1400 hours. 

COMMISSIONER; Dre Laternser, the affidavit that you 
wanted to submit to the Commission this morning must be dealt with 
by the special commission appointed for that purpose e 

Will you put it in with the remaining affidavits on 
behalf of the General Staff, in the usual way ? 


Now, I understand that you have a few more questions 


to ask this witness, Dre Laternser. 
EY DR LATERNSERS 
Q Witness, your activities took place near Himnlor ? 
A Yes, from June 1942. 
Q Do you expect trial against you on the part of the 
Allies ? 
According to the circumstances, yose 


LATERNSER?: I have no further questionse 


CROSS@eEXAMLNAT ION 
KEMPNER ¢ 
Q I now come back to the affidavit which was submitted 
by yous Was that affidavit 100% correct = yes or no ? 
A Of course, yess 
Q As regards the affidavit and your statement in 


connection with this affidavit, the correctness of 





the affidavit was by no means influenced the 


by 


to be submitted to a court = or not ? 


one of my 240 testimonies which I gavo 


hte When id you pass over from 


estapo ? 


I point vlew, in 19573 and 


ns, in 1959, 


mained in ph 


iis 


considered as an 


Your activity extende 


. 
e 


nistration, so that you could 


gain a 


administration ? When did you enter 


were you there ? 


A *yvactically, I worked in the SD and in the 


since 19355, 


Q So your genəral knowled the adminis 


considered as a basis for your statement which you 


here 7 


A Insofar as there are points of contact, yose 


DR KREMPNUR:s That’s all. 


COMMISSIONER? The witness may GO Nowe 


Dre Kempner, 


have you any instructions to 


euyards this witness 7 is he to remain 7? 


Die KIMPNINRe Yes, for subsequent proceedings. 


CULLUISSLONERs li hiSS, you may gO noWe 


if the other witness is out there, will you br 


in my 
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tration can 
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CONVENED AT 1015 


stand and testified as 
follows: 
THE Gi SST OI Reise your right hand and repeat this oat! 
I swear by God, the Almivhty and Gmiscient, that I will speak the 
pure truth and will wit} 
(fhe witness repeated the oath.) 
T COLMISSIONER: You may be seated. 
Wey I see a cooy of General Schellenberr's affidavit? 
I have one 
COMMISSIONER IS HANDED A CO} T USA 557.) 
CROSS  SHBRBS EXAMINA TIC 
NER: Dr. Laternser, will you confine vour examination 


to the subject »atter of the affidavit. 


DE. LATERNOER Iwill, Witness, you have given en affidevit, No. 12, 


has been submitted by the prosecution as USA 557 in the case srainst th eneral 


INN 


H1073-0070 


Staff of the OKW. 





THE WITNESS: I cannot remember the subject matter of this affidavit, as 
I have given many affidavits. 

(THE WITNESS IS HANDED A COPY OF DOCUMENT USA 557) 

DR. IATERNSERs I show you this affidavit now and ask you to look it over. 

COLONEL NEAVE? Did you swear to this affidavit? 

THE WITH 

LA TERNSER s 

Q. First of ell, I would like to put a few questions in regard to the 
drafting of this affidavit, Who drafted this declaration? 

A. The declaration which you just showed me? I drafted it. 

Q Did you write it dom yourself? 

Ae I partly wrote it myself and partly dictated it. 

Q. Who asked you for this declaration? 


Ae I cannot remember the name, but if I am not mistaken, it was a 


Q. Were you told what was the purpose of this declaration? 
Ae No, I had the impression that I would be cross examined in regard 
to this question. 
Qe You were not told the purpose? 
Ae Woe 
Did you make any corrections when you were given this declaration 
to sign? 
Yes, I did. 
When you signed it, you were of the opinion that this statement was 


correct? 


NN 


H1073-0071 
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Qe I refer to the following sentence of the affidavit: “According to 
my order, I should see to it that the responsible services of the army were held 


to help in all activities of the soecalled Einsatsgruppen and Linsats- 


commndoes of the Sipo and SD." 
Following that sentence, I should like to ask you whet you mean by the 


words “in all activities?" 
you assume in the question I received the order 


Pate ato fn Sri eT 


from Mueller, bu 2 mat 
3-0072 


Q. What do you mean by "in all activities?" 
Ae In this connection point out two metters. First, of all 
the order given by the Fuehrer, which was on the basis of all the wgotiations and 


the agrecomentS eses 
Qe I must in errupt you. shail speak of the Fyəhrerts order later. 
the words “in all activities" in this 


tyr 


I abk ask you whet do you understand by 


connections., Please answer this questi 
speak of the other matter, 


A. In order to explain this 
i EJ 


QOLOIEL WEAVE: Surely the witness can answer the ques 


understands by "all activities 


I have pu this question twice already to the witness 


L NEAYB* Will the witness answer the question? 
TIE WITNESS: The answer to this question is not as simplo as thet as 


We have to deal here with 


I have to deseribe the background to the agreement. 


f the Yyehrer's order and secondly 


two different thines, first the carrying out oi 


the intention which Heydt&ck had in this respect. 


BY DR. LATERNSER: 
I should like you to 


Qe I shall speak of these 


answer the question What do you understand by “all activities" in this connection? 





Ae Partly from the order of the !,,ehrer and of ‘eydrick and I make 
the followin: statement. It was tho intention to keep free the rear of the oonbat 
troops uwiier any cirewwtances. ‘eydrick had the plan for the first + 
assien civil organizations for combat on the front. it wes possibly the decisive 
plen of Neydrick as it was for the first tlio in the history of war thet this was 
possible. 

HAVE: This witness is not answeriuc the questione 
know what was meant by the phrase, “all the activities of all the groups 
Einsetsgruppen and Einsetscomandcoes of the Sipo and SD?" Witness will you 
answor the cuestion did you know wh at ell these activitics were? 

THE WITNESS: As I have already stated, this order wes meant first of 
ell to keep free the rear of the combat troops and secondly to give an ot ortunity 
for the Sipo and for the 5D to fight’ on the battle front. That is what I understood 
by all activities. 

NEAVE" And that is what you are referrinz to in the affidavit? 

That is what I am referring to in the affidavit. 


COLONEL MEAVE, Sow, I think we can co on. 


Qe Did you mention or did you hint et any other activities in your 
conversation with zeneral Wagner? 

Ae Inthe conversation I had with Jeneralquaertermaster Warner, we 
always dealt exclusively with tho carrying out of the fwehrer's order and the 
plan of Neydrick to use these civil organizations on the bettle front. 

Qe You never montioned mass extermination in your conversation with 
merel Wagner? 


Ae Os 


000000001 


73-0073 





Q. Now you use in this same sentence, the words "firmly obligated”. 
This expression shows that you had some suspicion toward General Wagner «as regards 
to cooperation. What was the besis of this suspicion? 

A. There was such a suspicion on the part of Warner and as far as I 
can judge this suspicion was based on his feeling that an assignment of the Aipo 
end SD to combat troops would entail some difficulties in regard to the issuing of 
orders. ‘lo also had the feelin: that Heydrick would profit by such a situation in 
order to erect his om army among the corbat troops, with all the possibilities 
of being good soldiers in combat and being decorated. 

Qe Witness, you certainly knew the competence of the General Quarter 
Master and what they were in principle regarding supplies and administration 
behind the lines? 

A. I knew what the general and normal tasks of a quarter-mster were, but 
in this comection Warner acted as representative of the aruy end of the OXI, 

Qe Did you not hesitate at that tine to discuss these matters with 
the General Quarter Mastér as you knew of his compotences? 

A. I just declared to the contrary. I oamot understand the question, 
I said that I knew about the normal duties and normal competences of a cenvral 
quarter master but in this case Wagner acted as representative of the OKI, 

Dre Kempner: I think we are now absolutely ouside of the affidavit. 

COLONEL MEAVEs The compétence of military leader is never claimed in 

this affidavit or otherwise and thet General Schellenberg knew all the military 
matters. 
Dre laternser, where is this cross examination supposed to be leading? 
DR. LATERNSER*® The next question will show that. 


COLONEL WEAVE: Let us stop that partiouler line. 


M0 
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BY DR. LATER ER ; 1073-0075 

Qə You max just said thet during these negotiations you considered 
the coneral quarter master being the representative of the Olli. 

Ae Yes, I had to consider hin as such because first he setod as such 
during the negotiations which took place and then he was introduced to me as such 
by ileydriek. 

Qe You mentioned an order issued by the Fuehrer? 

A. Yes, I elways like to repeat this order because I wanted to clarify 
the matter. 

Qe You mentioned this order in the effidavit too? 

Ae Yes. 

Q. It was the basis of the Fuehrer's commnd nentioned at the beginning 
of this agreement thet the Sipo and 5D should operate within the field ernmy as 
woll as connection with their supply lines by every moans and as quickly as 
possible. Did you read this order of the Fuehrer? 

As I did not read it myself, but Wagner read it to me and we e ‘reed 
to use it as a preamble in the above mentioned azreement. I do not know if he 
read it out completely. 

Qe You yourself did not see the order? 


A. No, I never saw anything in writing. 


Qs On page two of this affidavit, you sey that, "The tacticel and 


functional authority and responsibility of front-line headquarters of the Field 
Army over the Combet Commndos found no limitation in the agreement and therefore 
needed no further clarifications” What do you understend by the w ords, “tactical 
and functional authority?" 

A. I have to enter into the motivé which was behind this whole 


arreenenit e 





Qe Witmess, you can tell us afterwards., Now, I should like to know 
what you mean by “tactical and functional authority?" 

Ae I can only em lain this point within the reneral shcemo. ‘here 
is no sense in interrupting me always. I have already stated that the Ceneral 
Quartermaster Warner was efraid of Meydrick and his civil organizations to a creat 
extent in the event of the battle front. It is a question of the tectical and 
functional authority in the front territor,. Thai matter almost led to a >break-off 
of negotiations which teok place at that tire., When I started taking part in 
these negotiations I saw et once thet this was the crucial point of all the 
negotiations on the part of Wagner. By the words, tactical and functional 
authority, I understand the unlimited gwkkewki authority of a gront commander. 

This is why I did not discuss ant further this special point during the 

negotiations, but is was discussed later on in a conversation which Heydrick had with 
Wagner himself., Wagner, himself, stated, speaking about this point and I absolutely 
remember the following words: "We Heydrick I am very grateful to Schellenberg 

for having discussed these questions with me in a very sensible way, because you 

es en olo navy officer will uriderstand thet there cannot be two masters on the 

fronte" Thus, leydrick was somewhat flattered and he entered into a discussion 

at thet point, not for my sake, but for the sake of Wagner. 

Qe Furthermore, you stete in your affidavit that, "The agreorent rade 
it clear that the administrative subordination embraced not only disciplinary 
subordination but also the obligation for rear headquarters of the Field arny 

to support the Combat Groups and Combet Commandoes in matters of supply (gasoline, 
rations, etc.) as woll as in the use of the communications network." 
ave you ever head of a case in which the superior officer hed made use of this 


disciplinary power against the Sipo or the SD? 


00 D 





Aw My affidavit, as fer as I can remember, refers only to the 
agreement and to the final draft of the agreement. in this respect, the natter 
was settled as I described it already and I can remember an example which 
would illustrate this matter. Wegner once asid to ‘ieydrick, "I am convineéd 
you heve your men in firm hends, but you know how thines cen be in such a wer. 

ou can see how willing the arny is to put up with this new organization.” I 
ean remember another example when Wamer said, “You know perfectly well, we will 
have some difficulty on account of the old alcohol. You know in such a case, 
it is important to be able to take effective measures." Another example, he 
mentioned the supply roads behind the battle Lines and in these supply roads, the 
members of the Sipo wanted to have priority and this matter, of course, had 
to be clarified. 

A. All that does not exclude your answering my question, 

A. I have already answered the question. I only referred to the 
contents of my agreenent and not to a later stage. 

Qe You are a witness and have to answer questions. 

Ae I have answered questions. 

COLONEL NEAVE: You may ask the question, Dr, laternser. 

Dre Li YERYSER* Witness, I ask you whether you have a kmowledge of a 
case in wheih an officer of the army has mde use of his disciplinary power 
against a member of the Sipo or SD ? 

DO. KEMPWER: This is not in the affidavit. 

COLONEL NEAVE: Dr, Kempner, this is cross examination and I will allow 
thet question. Dr. Laternser, please do not go too far in this reference to an 


agteement outside of the affidavit. 


M0 
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DR. LATERNSER: I 
the framework of this affidavit. 


COLONY AVE: Go one 


©) te Tye p 
i rs RLV Beare Š 


I personally did not 
After this 
Qe 
Sipo or SD had 
known? 
he 


would have 


think the question which I just out hardly exceeds 


care for the events in the cast. 


agreenent had taken place, I had no knowledge afterward of such e CASE, 
This would have been an oxtraordinary matter if a member of the 


been punished by an officer of the army and it would have becom 


Well, I cannot say anything about that point and they probably 


taken someone who was not feuwilier with these matters e 


MALDAD 
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25 July 1946 
Winkler 
Schellenberg 

Qe Can you tell us whether reports on the Commando Groups were sub=- 
mitted to Army headquarters? This would certainly have hannened if these 
groups had been subordinate to Army headquarters. 

A. May I ask your permission to read this »assage first? 

Q.e Yes. Page 2, last paragraph - the report is mentioned. 

A. I take the liberty of stating that such a report was shown to me 
during the cross examination by the prosecution. On the ground of the 
knowledge of this report, I have taken personal position to this matter. 

Q You had no hesitation to make use immediately of such document 
which just had been shown to you, and this in a testimony which you have 


givenunder oath. 


A. Will Dr. Laternser please explain to me what he understands by 


"make use of."? 

Qe You made these reports the subject of your testimony. 

A. I was under oath and I had to take position in regard to this 
master. : 

Q. Were you shown the original reports? 

A. I cannot say that now. I have been shown so many things. 

Q You state in your affidavit "12 that you acknowledged the correct- 
ness and the credibility of the reports just mentioned. 

Ae I did so, becauce on the ground of my knowledge of the general 
form in which reports were drafted in the RSHA., I was convinced that 
these reports could not be falsified. 

Q How do you know that there were conversations between Heydrich 


and Wagner as regarde to the further interpretation of disagreement? 


Ae My defense counsel is suggesting that there were such conversa- 
tions, but I'm convinced I used the word presumably. 
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Qe Witness, in this respect you are wrong. You state here "just 
while leaving I heard how they both wanted to discuss in complete privacy 
of the Fuehrer's command which was apparently known in advance by each of tix 
them personally, and its fat reaching complications. After the half 
hour passover I was called in once more, just to say goodbye." 


r aneeshatti re 0H 


Q What did you hear when you were leaving? 


A. I heard that two gentlemen were desirous to discuss the order 


“issued by the Fuehrer. However, I want to state that I cannot remember 
the exact words which were used during this conversation. 
Q You will probably not be able to tell us whether this was 
actually the case afterwards? 
A. No, I was not present. I wasn't eavesdropping either. 
A. It is stated on page 3 of your affidavit - "Therefore, I must 
express today my firm conviction that during the secret oral discussion 
between Wagner and Heydrich the extensive future activity of the Combat 
Groups and Combat Commandos with the comdat element of the Field Army 
was obviously discussed and delineated so as to include even planned 


mass executions." 


You did not have this impression during and immediately after the discus- 


sion. 


A. I was so busy with the formulating matter that I didn't think 
of its consequences. 
q. But how does it come that later on you had this impression? 
A. If I am not mistaken I think I have tried to explain this 
in the affidavit. On the ground of the revort which was submitted to 
me by Oberfuehrer Stahlecker, I had to gain the impression on the ground 


of the data that if such a thing could happen, 4t m 
. Ms u 
discussed. e st have been 
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Qe You want to state that on the ground of the docements which were 


shown to you in 1945, you gained the impression thet the conversation took 
place between Heydrich and Wagner in May 1941? 

Dr. KEMPNER; I object against this question for one reason. The 
document - the Stahlecker document is not a document of 1945 - to make it 
very clear =- but a document of 1941. It was only shown to the witness 
in 1945, and I suggest that this question is changed to exact course of 
events, so that the witness really known what the matter is and not 

matters manufactured as suggested in 1945. 

GOL. NEAVE: What is the exact date and description of this 
Stahlecker document? 

MRe RAPP: 1941 in the advance of Moscow. 

COL. NEAVE: Has the document been shown to the witness during the 
past two months Is the document here - is it available? 

MR RAPP: Yes, it is available. I know the dooument has been used 
in evidence. 

COL» NEAVE: I only wanted to satisfy that Dr. Laternser is under 
a wrong impression. What is the number of the document? 

MR. RAPP: I believe - I'm not sure - it might be 871 P.5. 

COL. NEAVE: It would appear that you are under incorrect impression, 
and it is available as a docwment introduced by the prosecution and 
is dated sometime in 1941. 

DR. LATERNSER:; Mr. President, I am parting from the same facts which 
have just been stated by Dr. Kempner. 

GOL. NEAVE: ‘There hasn't been a mistranslation here, hss there? 

Has he referred to the document dated 1945, and it is true that you mean 
the document dated 1941 and shown to the witness in 1945. 
DR. LATERNSER: Yes, that is right. 


H1073-0081 





COL» NEAVE: There seems to have been some misunderstanding. 
The document, I amderstand, is L-180, dated 15 October 1941. 
MRe RAPP: Signed by Dr..... 
COL» NEAVE; Personal property of the SS-Obergruppenfuehrer. Yes, 
At is signed by Dr. Stahlevker. Well that clears up that point. 


DR. LATERNSER: The objection wainst my question has become thus 


> 


immaterial. 
COL. NEAVE: It all seems to be based on misunderstanding. will 
you repeat your question so that we are quite clear on what you mem? 
Repeat the same question. Go ahead, Dr. Laternser. 

Q.e Witness, you want to say that today, that is to say the date wen 

this affidavit was drafted - that is to ay in 1945 .- on the ground of the 

document which was shown to you in 1945, you gained the impression that 
the conversation held between Heydrich and Wagner in May 1941 was of the 
following contents. 

A. As I have stated in the affidavit, I tried to remember very 
exactly the time to which I was referring in this affidavit. On the ground 
of documents which were shown to me in 1945 or in 1946, I draw, on my 
part, the conclusion that according to the goal of events, the conversa- 
tion which took place in 1941 presumably had these contents. 

——— 0 

Ae I have stated that in the affidavit. — 

Q And you have no recollections of the time of 1941 which could 
support this presumption of yours? 

A. Oh, yese Later I heard so many witnesses and according to the 
statements of these witnesses, I gained the impression that it was not 
perhaps a presumption of mine, but a real fact. 

Q Witness, I think you go a little too far. I must draw your 
attention to the fact that you are under oath. I have not finished 


my question, Witness. 





you stated that in 1945, you presumed that the conversation of 1941 was 


of such a content and now you want to re-enforce this presumption of 
yours by the testimony which you just gave. Will you tell us that this 
is a fact? 

DR. KEMPNER: My objection against this kind of questioning is the 
following. The defense counsel put some&hing in the mouth of the witness 
he has not said. The defense counsel has said, and now I say it in German - 

the witness had gained the impression that presumably he had said something. 
Ks a matter of fact the witness said, “I was forced to the conclusion that 
this has taken place presumably." 

COL. NEAVE: It is perfectly true he did add the word presumably 
at the end of his answer, and it is possible that there is a ce tain 

misunderstanding here as to his answer, Dr. Laternser, but otherwise, Dr. 
Kempner, it is a perfectly proper line of examination. Dr. Laternser 
hasn't misunderstood what I said. It was a proper line of examination. 

DR. LATERNSER: No. 

Á. You just used the word "fact". As far as I can unéderstandyou, 
you have the intention of using this word to re-enforce a presumption? 

A. May I declare the following as regards to the whole complex? 

Qe No, you are supposed to answer my question. 

A. Firet I want to say that there is no need to remind me of my oath. 

First when I stated this presumption in my affidavit, I was in a 
single cell. At least the essential contents of this affidavit were 
discussed when I was in a single cell or at least when I had no opportunity 
of discussing this matter with other witnesses for the Sipo and SD. 

COL. NEAVE; Dr. Laternser, the Commission will adjourn for ten 
minuted. I want to see the defense counsel for the SD and Gestapo. 


Recess: 11350 hours 


Recouvenel! 1146 hours CL 
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COL. NEAVE: Dr. Laternser, before we resume, how much longer 
to you empect your corse exanination tomer = MAMAN 
DR. LATERNSER:; I hope until noon. "E 
COL». NEAVE: Will you be re-examining, Dr. Kempner? 
DR.: KEMPNER; Very short, but this means another hour on the 
affidavit. 
COL., NEAVE: Do yow mean one o'clock, Dr. Laternser? 
DR. LATERNSER: One o'clock, 
COL. NEAVE: Do you really think you will need until one o'clock 
to finish with this witness? 
DR. LATERNSER: Yes. 
COLe NEAVE: Well you must make your questions as brief as possible. 
The Tribunal gave pergpissioh to cross examinet these witnesses on the 
understanding that you would be quite brief on the examination and 
limited entirely to the subject matter of the affidavit. Go on! 
Q Witness, in your affidavit vou mention the words "comprehensive 
report of combat group" - you have seen these reports in detail? 
A. May I read this page of my affidavit before I answer the question. 
COL» NEAVE: Yes, you may do so. What page is it? 
DR. LATERNSER: Page 2 =- last paragraph. 
Ae Yes, according to the affidavit I read two reports. One - sperxt 
Operational and situational report # 6 and one =- comprehensive report of 
combat group. 
Q. So you have seen the reports in detail? 
A. I have read them. 
Q. Is it stated in one of these reports or is there any remark that 


these reports had been passed on to Arny headquarters? 


Ae I cannot remember whether there was any statement as to the 


distribugion of these reports, but I can remember that during my cross 
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examination, I gained the conviction that these reports were as a matter 


of fact handed on to Army headquarters. 

Q. But you have not stated this in your affidavit? 

Ae I don't Know - may I read it once more. No, I have not dealt 
with this question in the affidavit and only is so far as I refer to the 

sentence which was just read out. 

Q. You have just said that you were convinced that these reports 
were handed on to Army headquarters, and you have gained this convic&ion 
when you read the reports? 

A. That is correct, but I have not expressed this view in the 

afruavtt — — — 

But yotl expressed this view not? — 

Yes, I have done that. 
I shall show you these two reports now and I shall ask you to 
show me the passages from which you could gain this conviction. 

A. There is no need of showing me this document, because I have 

just read the sentence which is essential for my conviction. It is a 
question of the praise which is given to the troop for the good cooperation 
with Hoeppner. 

Q After the recess I shall have to show these documents to the 

witness. 

COL. NEAVE: In view of that answer - is it really necessary to 

submit those orders? In view of that amzexx answer. 

DR. LATERNSER: The witness had said that on the ground of reports 
he had gained the conviction that the reports were handed on to Army 

headquarters. I will submit these reports after noon recess. 

COL. NEAVE: Well, you haven't been given permission to do so yet. 


I'm discussing with you whether it is necessary to submit these reports 


in view of his answer as to what his conviction was, and with the ob ject 





of saving time. 
COL. NEAVE: He dates thet in thie case the liaison was very close 
and almost cordial, and that in fact is the basis of his conviction 
that the oriers were passed on to the Army. What is the point then of 
showing him the orders? Is the position clear. Well, you may refer 
to the matter later. If it ie really necessary to clarify that 
further, you may refer to that later, but not before you have spoken to 
me personally and supplied me with copies of those orders, so that I can 
see them. 
DR. LATERNSER: Very well, 
COL». NEAVE: ‘The only question here if what the witness basis his com 
viction, and he gives a perfectly good answer. 
DR. LATERNSER;I will check this matter and I will come back to it. 
COL. NEAVE: I shall want to be satisfied that we need go into 
that matter further and therefore you should show me copie of the order. 
Q.e You further stated that....."the Oberbefehlshabers of the army 
groups and armies which were to take part in the Russian campaign were 
accurately informed through the normal OKH channels of communications 


about the extensive future mission of the Combat Groups and Combat 


Commandos of the Sipo and SD as including planned mass executions of Jews.." 


I now leave out the rest of the phrase. Did you know that Combat Groups re 
ceived direct orders from the higher headquarters that they vere not to 
discuss with the Army any of their actions and thet this decree was 
handed by Hitler perscnally both to the Army and to Himmler? 

A. My answer again concerns itself with two points. Firstly, 
I don't know of any such order. Secondly, just how or rather by what 
way I arrived at the statements I made in this affidavit and also in 


order to answer any possible fu rther questions, I can make a rather 


——— —— — VO 
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Q You stated today that you want to express your firm conviction. 
I ake you now =- did you have this same conviction in 1941 already or 
aid you just arrive at it in 194%, 


A I want to refer back to the wording of the affidavit which 
says exactly what I thought. 


0 
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Q That is not quite clear? 


Maybe then I might explain, 


A 
Q Now I want to know when you formed this firm conviction? 
A 


In explaining I want to state that there are two lines of thought 
in my affidavit. 

Q I would like you to answer my question first, when you formed this 
firm conviction, then you can give your explanation. 

A In order to explain how I arrived at this conviction, I have to 
state that there were two different lines of thought, two different ideas 
are merged into each other. One, what I had experienced during the 
course of the agreement or conf'erences-- 

COLONEL NEAVEs What day was that, in 1941? 

THE WITNESS: May 1941, Secondly, the impression I received upon 
being interrogated in 1945, and upon being shown weekly reports of the Einsatz 
units, or combat units, The result of these two different ideas, of these 
two themes, was for a conviction which I arrived Aat in 1945, which I put down 
in this affidavit. 

BY DR. LATERNSERs 

Q You further mentioned of 1-€ in June 194], 

A Yese 

Q You state that you personally were present at one of these discussions. 
During that discussion which you attended, was the work of the Binsétz Group 
discussed so far as that concerned themselves with the planned execution of 
Jews, Comumists and other elements of resistence. 


À I had already stated that this discussion was generally one that 
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concerned itself with the operations, and their carrying then out, and also 
with actions of the SIPO and SD were concerned with relation as to the basis 
for that agreement which was the “Fuehrer Decree," which was that the rear 
of the fighting troops had to be kept clear at all costs, 

COLONEL NEAVE: In order to make the record more clear, is this 
@ discussion between Heydrich and Wagner in 1941, or the discussion referred to 
at the beginning of the affidavit, in 1943, because if you are referring to 
Heydrich's discussion, it has already been covered in this affidavit, The 
witness has already stated what he knows about it in the answer to your 
question in this cross examination. Now are you talking about another dis- 
cussion? 
BY DR. LATERNSER:s 

Q I speak now as I already stated in my question, this other discussion 
which took place in June 1941, in other words, during the discussion which you 
attended they did not speak of mass executions? 

A During the discussions at the beginning of June 1941 they did not dis- 
cuss the mass executions, but as to the other part I refer to my previous 
answer, which is, that there were two parts to this meeting, one as I stated 
before, the operations meeting, and, secondly, the general meeting. 

Q During the course of this meeting of the officers of l-G, did you 
participate in further discussions? 

A Already at the time and during interrogations I was asked this question, 
and at that time already I had stated that so far as I remember there was 
no further discussion, that is, I did not participate in any further discus- 
sions. 


& If that was not the case, I would like to ask you what was the basis 
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of your conviction of the regular army and arny group officers, how they 
received their information through the regular arny chamnel, concerning 
the planned mass exterminations, What facts can you give concerning this? 

A I refer my answer to my previous statement, since they are the 
actual background, and further I want to explain the following, and I ask you to 
permit me of what I want to explain. 

Q I ask you for the facts which ‘lead to your conviction, that if 
the army and army groups were informed through regular army channels of any 
possible planned mass executions? 

A I would like to ask, first, what does the defense point out, 
especially, what I mean by regular channels or normal channels of how the 
members, or general officers of the arny and army corps received any possible 
knowledge or information of these mass executions. 

COLONEL NEAVE: Dr. Laternser, as I get it the witness had already 
answered a basis of his conviction that this order wes possibly from army 
channel, and of that information the army was referred to, and you have asked 
whether you can submit those two orders to him originally referred to, and 
I said I would look at them first. Now we have already covered that list. 

DR. LATERNSER: Mr. President, I asked the witness whether or not 


he has any facts in addition to his conviction that would point to the fact 


that the commanders of the Armies, and the Army groups were informed of any 


possible planned mass executions from the normal channels of the OKH, 

COLONEL NEAVE; Wait a minute», Dr. Laternser, that is the identi- 
cal question you asked him before. Let's have his answer again, 

THE WITNESS: I would like to ask one other thing before I answer 


‘this question, since I do not know from the tone of the questioning, which 
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of the questions the defense lawyer wants to answer, or what he considers 
important. In his question does he want to know concerning the normal chan- 
nels of the OKH, or concerning any knowledge of the army commanders? 

COLONEL WEAVE: The witness can answer. You can auswer that 
question. ‘You can state the facts on which you base your convictions, or 
base the facts. Why do you s ay these orders were passed on? 

DR. LATERNSER: But as you have claimed already before=- 

COLONEL NEAVE:; Wait a minute. Let him answer. Don't ask the quese 
tion, Let him answer my question. 

TEE WITNESS; If I leave out all these side points I can make 
this answer rather brief. First, the tone of the discussion at that time; 
secondly, the use of members of the SD and the SIPO in fighting sone, and, 
thirdly, upom the actual occurrences. 

BY DR. LATERNSER: 
Q ° In other words, you do not have any specific facts which can show 
that these exmy commanders were informed of any planned mass executions 


before the start of the campaign? 


å The almost logical point was enough proof for me. 


COLONEL WEAVE; I don't quite understand that answer. 

THE WITNESS: The almost logical sequence of the coourrences was 
enough proof for me, May I add, as I said in my affidavit, it was enough proof 
for my convicbion as I stated in the affidavit. 

BY DR, LATERNSER: 

Q Can you name me anywhere a commander in chief who was informed of 
the planned mass executions before the beginning of the Russian campaign? 

A I did not concern myself with this question in the last few years. 


Q In other words, you do not`care to name any one who was informed 
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of this that you know of? 
A According to my answer, no. 
Q Concerning the discussion of the 1-C that took place in June 191 you 
state the following: Now you stated that this 1-C officers from the various 
commands had been called together by General Wagner, How did you know that 
General Wagner called together these 1-C officers? 
A If the formal side of this matter is so important, I want to state this 
as a fact, that the basis for my conviction was that Wager himself had this 
discussions 
Q But in this affidavit you stated that the calling together as a fact, 
and not as you state now, that it was your conviction, 
A 1 do not want to go into splitting words, Whatever I said in the affidavit 
is complete truth, and, of course, I will tell the entire truth before this court also, 
COLONEL NEAVEs Yes, but witness you can answer counsel's question. 
THE WITNESS: Then may I ask the President's permission if I can read 
my affidavit once again in order to remind me. 
COLONEL WEAVE: I think he has a copy of the affidavit. I got one here, 
I got the German here. 
BY DR. LATERNSERS 
Q You say just now that you said that this calling of this meeting was not a fact, 
A Yes, it was a fact since I personally with my om person was present, 
Q Yes, but in this case you do not want to discuss the fact that there was 
such discussion and also that Wagner called this discussion? 
A There is something that is missing from the affidavit, or since at the 
time of the interrogation no value was placed upon the question as to whom had 


called the meeting, but rather only that a meeting had taken place. 


COLONEL NEAVEs He says they were called for a meeting in his affidavit, 
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THE WITNESS; Yes, and I want to remain on that statement, 
BY DR. LATERNSER: But it seems that you do not know whether or not Wagner called 
together these o'ficers? 

A I state that my subjective knowledge goes to the point that General Wagner 
led the discussion at that time, and at the time when I made out the affidavit 
that was sufficient fact for me to make the statement. 

Q I understand your answer, witness, however, I would like you to answer 
the question. The question is, do you know if General Wagner called this 
discussion of the 1-C officers, 

A I want to state in this case that due to the leong time that has passed, 
and the fact that I actually never saw a written printed invitation of Wagner, 

I think having stated that my basic knowledge in this case is of the fact that . 
Wagner led the discussions, 

Q In other words, you want to state your conviction in this case? 

A Also my subjective knowledge, basic knowledge, 

Q There is no answer to my question, You expressed your conviction in this 
case, because evidently you can not give me positive proof of the fact that 
Wagner called together these officers, 

A I have to say something now which I did not want to do since it is rather 
a comment in addition to this affidavit, if I remember correctly. Wagner stated 
at the beginning of the meeting, "Officers, I call you together," and so forthe 

Q Do you know whether General Wagner, the Quarterwaster General, had the 
right to issue in the armies or army groups an order that l-0 officers come for 


a discussion with him? 


DRe KEMPNER: I think the affidavit is quite right, not what Wagner has 


told him or Hitler has told him. ‘The witness has stated very clearly, he had 


called these people together, and that is what is in the affidavit, and he has 
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been harping now on this point for ten minutes without any results, 

COLONEL NEAVEs Whether Wagner called the meeting or not is a question 
of fact, and the defense, Dr. Laternser, has the right to attack the credibility 
of the witness in that respect, 

DR. KiWPNERs: I object again, 

COLONEL NEAVEs: Doctor, whether or not he was the proper person to say 
it, does not seem to be very relevant. However, at this time in the cross examina- 
tion in may continue provided it is kept short. We are only concerned whether 
or not this meeting was in fact called by Wagner. 

THE WITNESS; May I answer the question? 

COLONEL NEAVE: Yes, 

THE WITNESS: I do not know whether this calling of this meeting by 
General Wagner was outside of his field of activities, or whether he acted upon 
a single decree by some higher person unknown to me, 

BY DR. LATERNSER: } 

Q You further state in your affidavit, and I qiote fromthe bottom of page 3: 
"The essential substance and purpose of this meeting wasto outline the military 
strategy against Russia, and to announce the above-mentioned details of the written 
agreement reached by Wagner and Heydrich," You attended, as you stated before, 
only one discussion? 

A Yes, 

Q Did the discussions take several days? 

A So far as I remember and I have stated, yes, 

Q How can you inform us of the basis idea and of the matters as to why this 
discussion was called, when you only attended one session of it? 


A Because the formal discussion concerning the point I have mentioned was 


discussed on the day I attended, and I don't know what other discussions they 


concerned themselves with. 
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Q In other words, you do not see any other reasons for the other discussions 


8 


of the next days. Do you know what the matters were that were discussed in the 
next few days? 

A I stated already that due to the fact that in the discussion I attended 
the formal matters were all discussed, and I suppose that in the next few days 
probably other smaller matters, as I have stated in the affidavit, were discussed, 

Q In other words, you do not have positive knowledge what were the matters 
under discussion of the discussions that took place within the next few days. 

A I do want to refer back to the contents of the affidavit, in which I 


stated that I supposed that due to the actions and discussions which I saw take 


= : 
place that I considered the facts which I had mentioned as the basis. 


Q You state as your conviction, or your idea, that in the discussions of 
the next few days the leaders were informed of the planned mass executions? 
A Yes. 
Q In other words, it is purely a probability, or an idea of your om? 
A It is today still my personal, or rather strong conviction due to the 
matters which actually occurred, 
Q You do not have, in other words, a positive knowledge that they were 
informed? 
A Wo, Maybe there are other witnesses for thate 
2 I have a witness, I now want to say this - 
DR» LATERNSER: I now want to introduce a document which I shall give 
the number of 70l-A. 
COLONEL NEAVEs Will you before introducing hand this document to me. 
DR. LATERNSERs Yes, I want to submit an affidavit which was sworn to 


on 18 July by Brigadier General Kleikamp, I quote from this affidavit one sentence, 
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COLONEL NEAVEs Let him translate it first. Before you translate it I 
want to see it. Dr. Laternser, before your extract was translated, where was this 
affidavit formulated? 

DR. LATERANSER: Yes. In Ahlendorf, 

COLONEL NEAVEs You want to submit this to the Commission as part of 
your record. 

DR. LATERNSER: Yes, 

COLONEL WEAVE: Have you any comments? 

DRe KEMPNER: I understand in this proceeding as we have it today, this 
witness should be cross examined whether his affidavit is true or not true. I 
don't think it is to introduce the affidavit in this stage of the whole case, If 
counsel thinks he has to question the witness about some sentence out of the 
contents here I would not object, but I object to the introduction of the affidavit. 

COL NEL NEAVEs Dr. Laternser, the Commission makes the following 
ruling in regard to this document, 

DR. LATERNSERs Mre Commissioner, I wish I could give my point of 
view concerning the objections of Dr. Kampner, 

COLONEL WEAVE: Well, briefly. 

DOR. LATERNSER: I believe that this objection is not correct. I am 
using, or doing something now which the prosecution has done time and time again 
in the last few months during the questioning of witnesses, 


COLONEL NEAVEs Wait a minute, There has never been a procedure like 


this before the Commissioner. This is a case where the Tribunal has given a 


special permission to defense counsel to cross examine one of the prosecution 


witness, and anything that previously had been before the Tribunal does not apply 
here at all, Go ahead, 


DRe LATARNSER: After I have submitted this document, I would like to 
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ask one question of the witness, which probably would lead to the shortening of ¥ 
the entire discussione 
COLONEL WEAVE: I make the following rulinge You may submit this 

document to the witness, and cross examine him on it. Whether the document may 
be introduced in evidence during this time of — and not during the 
Commission hearings if the affidavit is questioned, 1°11 refer it to the Judges 
during the lunch hour. I would appear to me the prosecution is perfectly right, 
that it is not the correct manner in which to present documents in the form of affte 
davits here, It is not exactly the same type of hearings that we have been having 


in the past; however, since this point may arise again, the Commissioner will 


speak to the Tribunal about it during the lunch hour, In the meantime, if you 


wish, will you submit the affidavit to the witness, Wait a minute, I shall 
translate the extract, as we want to know what it is about, 

DR. LATERNSHR: "The true duties, intentions and goals of the Einsatz 
Groups were not mentioned with a single word. There use was explained to be as 
political security and investiation measures." 

COLONEL NEAVE: Is that all? 

DR. KEMPNER: Mr. Commissioner, I think the witness should know the 
time of this alleged conversation or meeting. We don't know whether this 
meeting is identical with the meeting that the witness has in mind, 

GOLONEL WEAVE: Go on and make that point clear, 

BY Dk. LATERNS’R: 

Q I show you, witness, a sworn affidavit of Brigadier General Kleikamp, 
which I°11 show to you immediately, At that time General Kleikamp was a 1-C 
officer of Army Group South, and he participated in this meeting in June 194l, 
He states in this affidavit that the 1-C officers were not informed of any 


proposed mass executions within any part of Russia, This is a sworn affidavit 
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which I beg you to read through, and I would like to ask you a question after you 


— 


have read it. (Witness reads the affidavit), Witness, I would like to ask you 
whether you now remain with your firm conviction, when 1-C officers during thet 
discussion were informed of the proposed mass executions to Russia, or you remain 
of your firm conviction as you have stated after having read the sworn affidavit 
of one of the participants? 

A I want to state the following so far as this is concerned, If Brigadier 
General Kelikamp concerned himself with the meeting in the beginning of June 
at the meeting which I did mention in my affidavit, then it can be seem in 
my affidavit that mass executions were not mentioned during that discussion; 
‘secondly, I don’t doubt it that I would say that it was possible that what is 


mentioned in this affidavit was also under discussion, but I do remember the fact 


that at the time was discussed the military use of SIPO and the SD as a security 


for the so-called Rollbahnen, the supply roads leading up to the front. This 
was not just a police measure, but it was actually to use as a military force 
the SIPO and the SD. I just made this example in order to show that the sworn 
affidavit by Brigadier General Kleikamp is not quite complete, and 1°11 have to 
remain with my firm conviction that in that discussion later on the true use of 
these units, as I had to see it later, was discussed, and concerning which this 
Brigadier General Kleikamp does not say. 

Q You want to keep your conviction that during those meetings planned mass 
executions actually were discussed, even though you have in front of you a sworn 
affidavit of one of the participants in the discussion in June 191, which tell 
us that these matters were not discussed? 

A I do not want to evaluate the truthworthiness of these two submitted 
affidavits, I want to state again that in the discussions later on at the 


beginning of June 1941, which I did also mention in my affidavit, that in those 
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latter discussicns the matters as I have explained were probably discussed. 

2 Witness, how can you claim this was discussed at that time, even 
though you were not present? 

A I'll say that if you think back over the entire mprning of cross examination 
here, the only basic question was, how I arrived at this conviction, and I don't 
think anything more can be said about it. 

COLONEL NEAVEs Dr, Laternser, do you want to go on any longer after 
lunch? This cross examination has gone on for a long time on this affidavit. 
How many more points do you wish to ‘cover? 

DRe LATERNSERs I am to finish immediately, 

COLONEL NEAVEs . Well, is this going to be your last question? I think 
we will have to adjourn in any case, and you save your point, on this document. 


Do you still wish to submit the orders referred to on page 2 of the affidavit? 


DRe LATERNSER: I don’t think that it will be necessary any more. 


COLONEL NEAVEs Is that e11 of your corse examination. 

DRe LATERNS!Rs Noe 

GOLONEL NEAVEs How much longer do you want to go on with it? 

DRe LATERNSER: Only a short time. 

COLONEL NEAVEs Well, it will be a very short time, as it is a very 


short affidavit, 


(A recess was taken until 1400 hours) 
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25 July 1946 

Walter Schellenberg 


The Commission reconvened 
at 1400 hours. 

COMMISSIONER: Dr. Laternser, the affidavit that you 
wanted to submit to the Commission this morning must be dealt with 
by the special commission appointed for that purpose. 

Will you put it in with the remaining affidavits on 
behalf of the General Staff, in the usual way ? 

Now, I understand that you have a few more questions 
to ask this witness, Dr. Laternser. 

BY DR LATERNSER: 
Q Witness, your activities took place near Himmler ? 
A Yes, from June 1942. , 
Do you expect trial against you on the part of the 
Allies ? 
A Kecorting to the circumstances, yese 


DR LATERNSER: I have no further questions. 


CROSS -EXAMINATION 
BY DR KEMPNER?: 


Q I now come back to the affidavit which was submitted 


by yous Was that affidavit 100% correct = yes or no ? 


A Of course, yess 
Q As regards the affidavit and your statement in 


connection with this affidavit, the correctness of 
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the affidavit was by no means influenced by the fact that it was 
to be submitted to a court = or not ? 

A It was one of my 240 testimonies which I gave in my OWn case, 

Q All right. When dia you pass over from the inner administra- 
tion to the Gestapo ? 

A From the legal point of view, in 1937; and as regards my 
full functions, in 1939, 

Q You remained in this office until 1944 or 1935 ? 

A I suggest that the RSHA can be considered as an organization, 

Q Your activity extended over various departments of the 
administration, so that you could gain a certain impression of the 
administration ? When did you enter the administration and how long 


were you there ? 


A Practically, I worked in the SD and in the administration 


since 1935, 

Q So your general knowledge of the administration can be 
considered as a basis for your statement which you have given 
here ? 

A Insofar as there are points of contact, yes, 

DR KEMPNER: That's all. 

COMMISSIONER: The witness may go now. 

Dr. Kempner, have you any instructions to the guards, 
as regards this witness ? Is he to remain ? 

DR. KEMPNER: Yes, for subsequent proceedings. 

COMMISSIONER: “WITNESS, you may go nowe 


If the other witness is out there, will you bring him in ? 


A 





, fF 
25 duly /196-pDMR-1 


OFFICIAL TRANSCRIFT 


DEFENSE OF 


MILITARY TRI 


(THE COMMISSIO) 


Colonel Jie 


THE COMMIS 


SIONER: 


I swar by God, the 


the pure truth and will withhold 


(The witness repe 


COLONEL NE 


Vine 


DRe L.TERNSER: 


THE CO) SSIONE 
THE COMOESSIONER: 
the subject matter of 
DRe LITERNSER: I wi 
which has been 


General. 


DRe LiTERNSER: 
it Overe 
COLONEL NEVE: 


WITNESS: 


THE 


ORGANIZATIONS, 
COMMISSION ALTOLNTZD BY 
BU MAL 
OF THE TRIBUNiL D 


alse 


La cerr 


Did you swear to 


GQ TESTIMONY FOR THE 
TAKEN BEFORE J 

THE INTERNATIONAL 
IT’ TO ERIXVHI ri li 


PU RSU) 


TED 13 MARCH 1916. 
25 duly 


CONVENED AT 1015 HOURS) 


Me Se Ne ave 


Vv z 
ioeo No 


WALTER SCHELLENBERG, a witness, took the 


your right hand and 


and add nothing. 


2d the oath). 


General Scho: 


DOCULENT 


ser, 


Affidavit. 


Witness, you have 


the prosecution 


this 


3599 


s £ a 2449 
affidavit? 


HN 


H1073-0102 


19}, 


stand and 


-mighty and Omniscient, that I wil 





25 July 1916-2 MONAT 


H1073-0103 
BY DRe LATERNSER: 


Q First of all, I would like to put a fow questions ini 
the drafting of this affidavite Who drafted this declaration? 
The declaration which you just showed me? I drafted it. 
Did you write it down yourself? 
I partly wrote it myself and partly dictated ite 
Who asked you for this declaration? 
I cannot remember the name, but if I am not mistaken, it 11s a 
Colcnele 
9 Were you toid what was the purpose of this declaration 
the impression that I would be ero 
to this questi ne 
You were not told the purpose? 
Noe 
Q Did you make any corrections when you were civen this declaration 
to sign? 
Yes, I dide 
When you signed it, you were of the opinion that this st:-sement 
was correct? 
Iese 
I refer to the following sentence of the affidavits 
to my.crcer, I should see to it that the responsible services 
held to help in all activities of the so-called Hinsatzgru 


Hinsatzcomaandos of the Sipo and SDe" 


m ⸗ E . a 3 4 
following timtsentonce, I should like to ask you wiat you . van 


by the werd: “in all actavinies.” 
“avaga in the question I'received tie order 
Mueller, bit as a mt ec of fact I received it from 
Q What do you mean by "in all activities"? 
In this connection I have to point out two matterse Firs’ 

all the order given by the Fuehrer, which was on the basis of all 
negotiations and the agreements eeceee 

Q I must interrupt youe We shall speak of theFuehrer's orJ:r later. 


I ask you what do you understand by the words "in all activities" in this 
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connections Jlease answer this questione 
In order to explain this, I have to speak of the other :⁄.5t0re 
COLONEL NEAVE: Surely the witness can answer the quest: n what 
he understands by "all activities", 
DRe. L.TERNSER: I have put this qnestion twice already ` 
witness e. 
COLONEL NEVE; Will the witness answer the question? 
THE WITNESS: The answer to this question is not 
that as I have to describe the background to the agree 
deal herewith two different things, first the carrying 


condly the intention which Heydrich had in 


speak of these things afterwardse. I should like y 
answer the questione. Whit do you understand by "all tivities" in 


connection? 


3 
i 


Fartly from the order of the Fuehrer and of Heye 


make the following statement. It was the intention t 
of the œmbat trocps under any circumstances. Heydrich had the 
the first time to assign civil or zanizations for combat on the 
was possibly the decisive plan of Heydrich as it 
in the history of war that this was 
COLONEL NEAVE: This witness is not answering the 
you know what was meant by the phrase "all the activities of all the groups 
of Einstazgruppen and Einsatzcommandos of the Sipo and SD?" Witness, will 
you answer the question, do you know what all these :ctivitios 
stated, this order was meant first 
of all to keep freu the scar of the comba twoops and secondly to gi 
zud forthe SD to fight on the battle front. 
is what I mderstood by all activities. 
ånd that is what you are referring to in the 
affidavit? 
THE WITNESS: That is what I am referring to in the affi-avit. 
COLONEL NEVE: Now I think we can go one 
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BY DR. LITERNSER: 

Q Did you mention or did you hint at any other activities in your 
conversation with General l.agner? 

A In the conversation I had with Generalgqu-rtermaster Wagi ar, we 
always dealt exclusively with thecarrying out of the Fuehrer's or or and 


vi 


the plans of Heydrich to use these civil organizations an the battlefront. 


Q You never mentioned mass extermination in your conversation with 


C 


eneral Wagner? 
Noe 
Q Now you use the words, in this same sentence, "firmly obl. 
This expression shows that you had some suspicion toward Genere 
as regards to cooperatione What was the basis of this suspi 
There was such a smspicion on the part of Wagner 


I can jucge this suspicion was based on his feeling that an assignn 


of the Sipo and SD to combat troops would entail some difficulties in 


also had the feelin 


d profit by such a situati in order to erect his own army >: ng the 


4. iS 
troops, with all the possibilities of being gcod soldiers in combat 
and being decorated, 
2 Witness, you certainly knew the compe tence 
Master and what they wersin principle regardi 


behind > lines? 


I knew what the general and normal tasks of a querteremasiter were, 
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in this connection Wagner acted as represent tive of 
and of the OKH. 

Q Did you not hesitate at that time to discuss thes 
matters with the Gencral Quartermaster as you knew of his 
competences? 

4 I just declared to the contrary. I cannot undorst: 
the question. I said thet I knew about the normal autics 
normal competences of a general quarter naster, but in this 
case Wagner actod as representativo of the OKH. 

De. Ke-azpner: I think we are now absolutely outside o 
the affidavit. Tho competence of nilite ry leacer is never 
clained in this affidavit or otherwise, and that General 
Schellenberg knew all the military matters, 

COLONEL NEVE: Dr. Laternser, where is this cross 
amination supposcd to be leading? 

DR. LATERNSER: The next question will show that. 

COLONEL NEVE: Let us stop that particular lino. 

BY DR. Li. TERNSER: 

You just said that during these negotiations you 
considered the goneral, quarter master being the represent- 
ative of the OKE. 

Y es, I had to consider him as such becouse first 

such during the negotiations which took place, anë 
> was introduced to me as such by Heydrick. 

You mentioned an order issucd by the Fuchror? 

Yos, I always like to repoat this order because I 

to clarif: 

You mentionod this ordor in the affidavit too? 

4 

Q It was the basis of the Fuehrer's co.viand montione? 
at the beginning of this agreement that the Sipo and SD s:oulg 
operate within the field army as well as connection with their 
Supply lines by every means and as quickly as possible, id 


you read this order of the Fuchrer? 


à I did not road it nyself, but Wagner read it to no, 
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and we agreed to use it as a preamble in tho above-mentioned 
agreement. I do not know if i> reed it out completely. 
% You yourself did not see the order? 
hover saw anything in writing. 

On page ty, f this effidavit, you say that, "The 
al and functional authority and responsibility of 
front-line headquarters of the FPicld army over the Cobat 

andes found no Linitation in the agreencnt and there- 

nocded no further clarification." ‘What do you under- 
stond by the words, "tactical and functional authority"? 
4 I have to cater into ire motivo which was behind 


this whole agrecnont. 


. Witness, you can tell us afterwards. Now, 
like to know what you mcan by "tactical and functional 
thority"? 
I can only cxplain this point within the 
is no sense in interrupting ne 
nat the Gencral Quarter Ma 
afraid of Heydrick, and his civil organizations to a 
in the event of the battle front. It is a ques- 
tion of the tactical and functional authority in the front 
territory. This matter almost led to a break-off of nego- 


tiations which took place at that time. When I started ta- 


kins part in these negotiations, I saw at once that this was 


the crucicl point of all the negotiations on the part o Wage 


ner. By the words, tactical and functional authority, I un- 
derstand the unlinited authority of a front commander, This 
is why I did not discuss any further this special point du- 
ing the negotiations, but it was discussed later on ina 
conversation which Neydrick had with Wagner himself, 

hinself stoted, spoaking about this point, and I absolutely 
remember the following words: "Mr, Heydrick, I an very grate- 
ful to Schellenberg for having discussed these questions with 


a very sensible way, because you as an old navy officer 
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will understond that there cannot be two masters on the front 
Thus, Heydrick was somewhat flattered, end he entered into a 
discussion at that point, not for ay sake, but for the sake 
of 

Furthermore, you stats in your affidavit that, "Tho 
agreement made it clear that tne administrative subordina- 
tion cubraced not only disciplinary subordination but 
the obligation for roar headquarters of tne Ficld rmy 

upport the Combat Groups and Combat Con 

Suppl: 
comzunications nctwork." Have you ever hearc 
which the suporior officer had 
powor against the Sipo or the 

My affidevit, as 

azroenent and to the final draft of the ag 

respec } rmtter was scttled as I described 
saber an example which would illustrate 


tan 
v 


ttoxr. loener | sail f i an convinced 
have your men in firm hands, but you know how things can 
such a ware You can Bc- how willing the aray is to 
put up with this Nn organization." I can romember another 
example when \Vagno: ad ' 1 know perfectly well, 
have some difficult; ccount of the old a 
in such a caso, i inportant to be able 
sures. snc .aple, he mentioned the supply 
id the be inos and in these supply roads, the 
Sipo wanted to have priority and this matter, 
of course, had to be clarifiod. 
411i that aqocs not exclude your answering my question. 
à I have alroady answered the question, I referred to 
the contents of my agreonont and not to a later stage. 
ou are a witness and have to cnswer guestions. 
sti uns. 
You may “ck the question, Dr. Latorne- 


1605 TAIT 


H1073-0108 


n" 
. 


MIN 





I 


073-0109 
JR. LATERNSER: Witness, I ask you whether you havo 


knowledge of a case in which 2n officer of the arny 


mađe use of his disciplinary power against a 


Sipo or sp? 
DR. KEMPNER: This is not in the affidavit. 


COLONEL NEAVE: Dr. Kempner, this is cross-oxeni 


I will allow that question. Dr. Laternser, please dç 


G0 too far in this referonce to an agrecnent outside of 


affidavit. 


DR. Li.TERNSER: I think the question which I just 


pu 
hardly exceeds the framework of this affidevit. 


COLONEL NE..VE: Go on, 


THE WITNESS: I personally did not care fo 


in the east. After this agreenent had teken ple 


no knowledge afterward of Such a case, 


This would have boon an extraordinary natter TE 


the Si 


a 


po or SD had been punished by an officer 


arny and it would have become known ? 
Well, 


I cannot say anything about that point and 


probably would have teken Someone who wes not fanilic : 


— 
with tho 
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Q Can you tell us whether i 


subnitted to Army headquarters? Th..: would cor 


subordinate to 


Deen 


is 


kc the liborty of stat such a 


SS exanination by the prosccuticn, On the 


ropor’s, I have taken personal osition 


Will Dr. Latcrnser 


+ou Maue 


these reports the 


wasuncor cath and I hac 


you shorm the oricine. 


Sant ante at 
OMNnOG Sa "y that NOWe 


n your affidavit s12 that 


ro orts 


because on the 


in whien 


could 


rou know that therc 


ds to the further 


T Pr EE 
LNCCYr prow 


efcnse counscl is sure 


nvorsations, but I'm convineec 


Jitucss, in this respect 


heard how they beth wanted 


ey 


uchror's comand which was apparently in advance 


and i far aching c or. 


in once more, just to 


happened just as I statc:. herce 


he 


ar ae 
near 


jou when you were acc avins? 


3607 


‘rts on the Commando 


tainly have happened 


report was 


ations between 


aid 


hy 
o% 


MLN 
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Grouns wore 


if these 


a ae 
MenvLoncce 


shown 


eroun) of the knowle 


such cocumncnt which 


you have riven under 


understands by "make 


correctness 


moral forr 


these reports 


Heydrich and 


sacrccnent? 


that there were 


"just while 


in complete 


of tl IONI 


nour passover 
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that two gentlemen + 


However, I vant to state 


d durine this conversation. 


You will probably not be at c to 


s? 


UD 


I was not present. I “nasn't 


S 3 


t is stated on pare 3 of 


tirn conviction that during 


oxtconsive future 


tho 
Wh ake 


ny 
J eon 


busy with the 


it come that later 


wistaken I thir 


ground of .the report 


to sain the inpression on 


D LAS 


d happen, it must have bi 


on the 


acnor in lay 191? 


I object against th 


ELNE q PNER s 


docuriont -= Stahlceckor docurient : 


ont cf 191. 


t that this question is chanr 


t 
* 
y mha 


the matter 


RAVD hat is the exact 


Noda Viae 
xr docunent? 


194l in the advanco of 


4 Re ruUsPPs 


COLONEL 1 the docwi:cnt b 


98 


+ 
ddh h V TE ° 


re desirous to discus 


thet I cannot raecnbeor 


tell us 


vour affidavit -= "Therefor: ae i 


c secret oral discussi 


ctivity of 


a 


xact c 


IN 


H1073-0111 


I 


3s the order issued 


the c xact wor 


whether this 


cavesdroppins eithor. 


% oxpres 


rims 


0—n warner 


* 
on oO 


the Conbat Combat 


Groups anc. 
-was obviously 
exceutions,." 


Ly after the 


idn't think of its 


subrii Oberfuehr< 


eround that if such 


docunents which 


at the conversation 


question for ono reason. The 


docunent of 1945 -= to make it very 


nly shovm to the witness in 1945, an 


ourse events, so that the 


18 
wD 


iot matte manufac turci surre 


* 
as 


cate enc description of this 


mc 


shown te the witness Curine the 


con 





25 July-JF-2-3 


past fow months? Is the 


Re RAPP: Yes, 


in evidence, 
COLONELNEAVE: 


under a wrong impresson. 


liRe RAPP: 


COLONEL NEAVE: 


and it is a 


metine in 19). 


DR. LiTERNSER: 


4 


have just beon stated by 


COLONEL NEAVE: 


Has 


* 4 
uncnt 


dated 14l and 


doc 
Dite LATERNSER: 
COLONEL NEAVE: 


ONT y 1 


The docun 


RAPP: 


I R > 


COLONEL 


NEAVE : 


Stahlecker. 


TD MAN nt 
Lite LATERNS 


you repeat your question so 


the sane question. 


tarot a) 
bi E Ol 


a 


this affidavit was 


Cocunent which 


conversation held between 


contents e 


As I have 


the time to which I was reforrins i 


docuncnts which were shovm to ne in 1945 or 


I only 


I believe -- I'm not sure =- it mich 


understand, 


The objectior 


S Shown to you 


stated 


UMM 


73-0112 


uül 


cument here -= is it available? 


I know the docunent 


wanted to be satisficd that Dre Latcznse 


What is the number of the document? 


— 


vu VU 


It would appear t hat you are under incorrect 


u 


tion an 


A 
Ge 


docunent introduced by the prose 


parting from the sanc facts 


Dr. Kempner, 
There hasn't beon 
document dated 1945, 


shown to the witness in 1945. 


Yes, 


“ine 


Sirned by —J 


Personal property of the 5S-Oberrruppenfucirer. 


well that clears up that point, 


t my question hoa: 


Will 


Repeat 


that is to sz le date 


in 1945 -= on the cround 


19li5, you ~ained the 


pk aS Tatr 
rioygd AT 


ey 


and Warner in i 191 was 


in the affidavit, I tricc to remember very 


1 this affidavit. 


On the srounds 


in 1946, I draw, on ay pi 


3609 
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H1073-0113 
conclusion that according to 


19)1 pr 


the goal of events, the conversation 


which took 
osumably had these contents, 


presumption of yours? 


hat in the aff 
Q and you have no recollections of the time of 191 which 


could 
support this 


ard so many witnesses and accord ing to the 


‘ined the impression tha 
of 


perhaps 
of ninc, but a real fact, 


witness, I think you co a must draw ycur 
tion to the fact that 


We 


not finished ny 


presi 
conversation 


. 
— te 


8 118 
nst this 


* 
1 


mination. Dre Laternser 
& proper linc of cro 


58— 


word "fact", far as I can understand 
f using this word to reeonforce a pres: ition? 
declare the follovwine as rocards to t 


to the whole corple::? 


supposed to answer question. 


say that tho: no need to renind ne 
this presumption in single ccll, 
3610 
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At lcast the essential contents of this affidavit werc 


a single cell or at lcast when I had no opportunity of discussing thi na 


ae 


with other witnesses for the Sipo and SD. 


COLONSLNEAVE: Dr. Laternssr, the Comission will adjourn cor 


counsel for the SD and Gestapos 


1130 hours 


COLONEL NEAVE: Dre how much longe 


you oxpcct your cross cxanination 


Die LATERNSER: I 
COLONEL NEAVE: Will you be re-oxani 
Die KLLPNER: Very short, but this moans mothe 


aff it lavit. 


COLONEL MAVE: Do you mean one o'cloc re Laternscer? 
Di. LATERNSER: One o'clock, 
you really think you vi 


this witness? 


COLONES your 


Tribunal gave permission to cross examine 


> C. amir IC 


you would be quite brief on the exanination and linited enti 


subject natter of the affidavit. G 
Q ‘itness, -in your affidavit you mention the words "corpr 


report of combat group" -- you have scen these reports in detail? 


r I read this pare of ny affidavit before I answor this ques tic: 


n . 


page is it? 


in Yos, accord I read reports e One 


operational and situational:report # 6, and ono -= con iwrehensive repor” 


combat rou. 


5o you have scen the reports in detail? 


L have read then, 


Is it stated in one of these reports or is there any ronark: that 


3611 
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these reports had been passed on to iray headquarters? 


I cannot remember whether there was any statencnt 
ion of these reports, but I can remomber that during :} 


examination, = gained the 
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conviction tne; these reports wre as 
headquarters. 


Q 


8 
but 


you have not stated this in 


knoWw= may I read it once 


,estion in the affid:vit anc only in 
u have just said that 


A 


may headquarters, and you eve 


Can you give any facts which are the 


This is ťrsonal opinio 


nly : 


But you just 


t is corre have not 


vou oxpre 


` 
an a 
bee G 


Jone thate 


g 


p * ⸗ 
show you these two 


rep 
ces fron which you could gain thi 


ne 


for ny conviction, It is 2 question 


which is given to the troop for the 


Q «after the recess I 


sw 


In view an 


pa? 


ULD 


ora 


an 
Wie 


conviction that the reports 


+ 


880 Ge 


reports af 
ell, 


u whether it is necessa 


to what his convictio 


: 


that in this 


that fact is tł 


the army. "habt isithe poi 


clear. “cll, you may refe 


clarify that further, you 


3613 


ain 


shall have to 


id that on 


you haven't been 


ic basis 


Winkler 


. matter of fact handed on to army 


your affidavit? 


mores No, I have not dealt with this 


4 n 
nuvence 


o far refer to the s. which w: 


convinecd thet these reports were handeet 


„ained this conviction out of those repori 


ounds of this conviction? 


n=-L or docuncnts. 


‘cannot state any facts 


1 this ccnviction when you 


you read the repor 


xpresscd this view in the affidavit, 


view now? 


ss now an} I shall ask you 


s conviction? 


this docuncnt, | 


of the praisé 
cooperation with Hoeppner, 


show these cocunents to the witness. 


7 
ty 


-is it really necessary to sunit those 


4 
J 


he 


he round of reports had 


army headquarters. 


1 


were handed on to 


to do so yet. I'm dis- 


ry to submit these reports in view 


and with the object of saving time, 


vase the liaison was very close ang almos 


of his conviction that the orders were 


nt then of showing him the ordcrs? Isn't 


r to the matter later, If it is really 


aay refor to that lat ot bcfore 


INV 


H1073-0116 


MIN 





spoken to me personally and suplied me with copies of 


well, 


i 
The only gestion hare/on what the witness basis his conviction 


and he gives 2 perfectly =cod answer, 
Die LATEGNSER: + will check this matter and I will come 
COL NEVE: I shall want to be satisfied that w 
and therefore you should show me copics of the order 
further stated thab.e.."the Oberbefchishabers f the 
armics which wore to take part in the .wussian campaizn wore 
through the normah OKH channels of communications about th- extensive 
mission of the Combat Groups and Combat Co mandos 
planned mass cxceutions of JowSe.ee" I now leave out the 
you know that Combat Groups reecived 
that they wore not to discuss with the arny any of their actions 
decree was hanlod by Hitler both to the ruy and to Himmler? 
y answer again concerns itself with two points, Firs 
t how or rather by what way I a 
I mado in this affidavit and also in ore r to ansver : 
I can make 2 rather exact or 
stated today that 
now = did you have this’ san 
it in 195? 
A I want to refor back to tho wording of the affidavit which 


what I thought , 


future 


oovan 


17 





viction ? 
In expla 


lines of thought in my affidavit 


1 AO 


lke NA 


I would like you to « 


“yu 


you formed this firm conviction, 


planation. 


In order to explain how I 


to state ıt there were two 


th 


R 


two difforent ideas aro 


1ced during tho 


ATA 
SLITNESS * . 


Ccived upon be ing intorroza 


weekly reports Einsatz units, 


result of those two differe 


nt ideas, 


conviction which I arr 


ved 


in this sffidavit. 


T TOAT ISR a 
ade de TER LJA o 


You furthor mentioned of l-C 


ree oe k — 
onat you persc 


Of thg discussions. 


During 


tended, 


le 


was the work of the 


or 


that concerned thorsclvos 


cther ele 


ady stated that this discuss 


erally one that concerned itself with the or 


their carrying thon out, and also 


nswer my question first. 


then 


nally wore 
that discussion 
Einsatz Group 
with the 


nts of res 


with 


MINI 


H1073-0118 


Now, I want to know when you formed this fira con- 


1ing, I want to state that there are two 


when 


you can - 


zive your ex 


arrived at this conviction 


different lines of 


into each other. One 


of the agreenent 


19419 


Ws Ls 


in 


the impression I re- 


2 


and upon being shown 


onbat units, 


two thenes, 


945, which I 


June 1941, 


present at ono 


which you ete 


As o] wa) 
QGiscussed so far 


annod execution of 


is tence? 


ion was 


zon= 
rations, and 


a 
D 


acti of the Sino 


and SD were concerned with relation as to the basis for 


thst the 


362.5 


"Suchrer Decree", 


which was 


tH 
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that the rear of the fighting troops had to be kept clear 
at all costs. 

COLONEL NEVI: Tn order to make the record more clsar 
is-this a discussion between Heydrich and Wagner in 1941, 
or is this the discussion referred to at the beginning of 
the affidavit, in 1943, oceause if you are referring to He: 
drich's discussion, it has alreaar been covered in this ec: 
aiination. Tho witness has already stated what he knows 
bout it in the answer to your question in this cross-exan 
inatior. Now are you talking about another discussion ? 

BY DR. I..:TERNSER: 

& . speak now as I already stated in ny question, ihis 
other ciscussion which took place in Juno 1941, in other 
words, during the discussion which you attended, they di 
not spcas of mass executions ? 

s Living the discussions at the beginning of July 
1941 tesy did not discuss the nass executions, but as to 
the othe part I refer to ny previous answer, which is, 


that there were two parts to this necting, one as I sta 


before, the operations meeting, and secondly, the gene 


neeting. 

Q During the course of this neeting of the officers 
of 1-C, did you participate in further discussions ? 

a already, at the time and during intcrrogations, I 
was asked this question, and at that tine, already, I had 
statcd that so far as I renember there was no further dir- 
cussion. that is, I Aid not participate in any further dis- 
cussions, 

Q If that was not the case, I would like to ask you 
what the basis was of your conviction of the regular arny 
group officers, how they received their information throt ch 
the regular arny channel, concerning the planned mass cx- 
terminations. “hat facts can you give concerning this ? 


4 I refer ny answer to my previous statc.ent, since 


ya V0 


73-0119 
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they are the actual backgrouni, and further, I want to ex- 


for the facus which lead to your convic- 

aruy and ar. 7 groups were informed through 
regular ary channels of any possible planned mass execu- 
tions ? 

H j à first, what does the defer 
point out, especially, what I mean by regular channels or 
normal cheinels of how the members, or general officers of 
the arny and army corps recei d any possible knowledge or 
information of these mass executions. 

COLONEL NE..VE: Dr aterius as I understand it, the 
witness has already answered as to the basis of his convic- 
tion that this order was passed through arny channels, and 


of that information the arny w's referred to, an 


nal 


asked whether you can subnit SG two orders 


inelly referred to, 
Now we have already 
DR. LaTERNSIUR resi ier £ 24 the witness 
qaia 42 ` ~ T ne ar on s “7 $. y 4 A * 4 
whether or ] has fact add 1 to his convic- 
imanders of 
Groups were inforiod of any pos- 


executions fron the nornal channels of 


inute. Dr, Laternser, that is 
asked him before. Let's have his 
THE WITNESS: vou ike aSk one other thing Do- 
fore I answer this question, since I do not know fron the 
of the questioning, which of the questions the defense 
to answer, or wha; he considers important. In 
1 docs he want to know concerning the normal chan- 


© 


the OKH, or concerning any knowledge of the arny com- 


— ET 


073-0120 
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COLO? SL NEVE: The witness can answer. You can ans- 
wer that question. You can state the facts on which you 
bese your convictions. Why do you say these orders were 
pressed on ? 

you have claimed already before- 

COLONEL NE.VG: We ute. Let him answer. Don't 

ask the question, Let him answer my question. 


ITNESS: E 5 out all these siđe points, I 


È 


an make this answer rathe ris First, the tone of the 


SLPO 


In other words, you do 
which can show that these army 


any planned mass 


logical 
I don't quite understand that answer, 
The almost logical sequence of the occur- 
was enough proof for 
avit, it was enough proof for my conviction as I stated 


NMC 


H1073-0121 


lane me anywhere a comnander in chief who 
the planned mass executions before the be- 


Russian canpei 


with this question in 


you do not care to name anyone 
was informed of this that you know of ? 


According to ny answer, no. 


Concerning the discussion of the 


in June 194 you state the following: Now, you stated 
thi 


is l-C officers fron the va.ious commands had been 


3613 
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together by General “lagzner. How dia you know that Gen- 
eral Wagner celled together these 1l-C officers ? 
à If the formal side of this matter is so inportar +, 
I want to state this as a fact, that the basis for my ec 


viction was thet Wagner himself had this discussion 


w 


Q But in this affidavit you stated that the 


together as a fact, and not as vou state now, 


aa% to go inte splitting words. whetovir 


fYdavit is couplete truth, end, of course, I 


truth before this court also. 
Yes, but witness you can answer coun- 
vestion, 
‘LTNESS: Then may I ask the President's 
may roed my offidevit once again in order to remind me. 
COLONEL NEVE: I think kə has a copy of the nffide 
I have one here, ave the German here, 
BY DR. 
‘Say just now that you said this cg illing 
meeti 
fact since I personally 
but in this case you do not want 
fact that there was such discussion and also that 
called this discussion ? 
There is soneth that is missing from the 
tho tine of the interrogation no 
placed upon the question as to whon had Called the :mecting 
but rather only that a neeting had taken place, 
COLONEL NIVE: He says they were called for a meeting 
in this affidavit. 
THE WITNESS: Yes, and I want to remain 
ment. 
BY DR. LATERNSER: 
But it seems that you do not know whether or not Was er 
called together these officers ? 


3619 





t my subjective knowledge goes to the 
General Wagner led the discussion at that tine 
tine when I made out the affidavit that wes suf- 
act for me to make the statenent,. 

I understand your answer, witness, however, I would 
like you to answer the question. The question is, do you 
know i? General Vagner called this discussion of the 1-0 
officers. 

å I want to state in this case that due to the long 
tine that has passed, and the fact that I actualiy never 
saw a written printed invitation of Wagner, I think having 
stated that my besic knowledge in this case is of the fact 

ussions. 


r words, you went to state your conviction 


also my svtbjective knowledge, basic knowledge. 

There is no answer to ‘iy question. You expressed 
your conviction in thi ise, because evidently you cannot 
sive me positive proof of the fact that Wagner called to- 
ecther these officers. 

say soething now which I did not want to 

it is rather & çor in addition to this affida- 
vit, if I semenbor correctly. Wagner stated at the begin- 
ning of the meeting, "Officors, I call you togother," and 


So forth. 


HU 


H1073-0123 





Q Do you know whether General Vagner, the Quarternaster Gener 


he armies or arny groups an order that 1-C of 


come for a discus n with hirs? 
KJIPNER: I think the affidavit is quite right, not what 
the witnesshas statod 


avit; 


3 poi 


nt for ton minutos withou ni” results. 
agnor called the meeting or not is a gucsti. 
Kempnoi'; has the right to dispute tho 

of tho wi in 


DITO’ 
SALE LL S 


or not he 
secon to o very rolovant. 


We are only concerned whothor 


General 


oft activitics 
Pe p aeS = — wir ee a * +7 ASAT 
upon a isle decree by sor gher person unlmown 


BY DR. LTERNSER: 
7 : * — : T n 1 
fou further state in your affidavi t, and 1 quote om the bortom of 
"Irn 


he essontial substance and purpose of 


outline military stratoryv 


aeninet+ A 
bd ME “Lii v 


liussia,y and 
ils of the writton asreemont reached b 


as you stated befors, only ond discussion? 


7 


discussions tal 


i T — 
a 4 romncnbor 
Ay YAI sit ~ q P 
can you inform us of 
cussion was 


ealled, when you only attonded 


vocause the formal discussion coneerning th 


Ula | 


tonded, and I don't lmow wheat S-ussions 


they concerned thoysclves wit 


z A 





er 


words, you do other reasons for the other 


know what the matters were that 


v 


woro 


ho next fow days? 


tec 


oy 


UAC 


next fow days pr 


a 3 
ypy Ane Dare 
cae wel LOW Sher.) r 


I do 


Tray 


LLES ES 
that. I 
aco that c 


ate 


formal matters wore al 


A 


already that due to 


the fact that in the discussion 


l 


li discussed, and I suppose 


obnably other smallor wiatters, as I have stated in the 
y Q 


knowlodgo what woro tho 


took place within the 


t to rofor the contonts f 


of tho af } } 


fidavit, in which 
226 duc to the actions discussions 


masidered the facts which I ti 


mentioned as tho 
ss your conviction, or your idea, 


chat 


t 
U 


informed of tho planned 


In other words 


were 


Syne aw > 
LNI OFC { 


COLONEL 1 


WLLL IS ¢ 


— 


LATEIRISER 


ake t 


Dr 


idavit formulated 


“Dy 


propt 19) 


wWwility, or 


A 
O 


r rather strong conviction duo to 


+ 
a 


aont which 


Ocun 


t to mas 


WAS sworn 


to 


Pfidavit 


ono 


Let him translate it first. Before you translate it 
e Latornser, Lofore your oxtract was 


translated, where 


2 
g 


| 


INN 


73-0125 
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Yese In Ahlendorf, 


You want to submit this to tho Commission as part of 
DR. LAVERNSERs Yes. 
COLONEL NEAVEs Have you any comnonts? 
Dite Ki..PNER: I undorstand in this proceeding as we have it today, 
ned whother his affidavi 
,'t think it is to introduce tho affidavit in 
counsel thinks ho has to quostion the 
contents hore + would not object, but I object to the 
introduction of tho affidavite 
COL.NEL NEAVEs D atornse the Commiss makes the following 


ruling in rogard to 


Commissio:icr, I wish could sive my point of view 
? © J 


i 


of Dre Kompnor e 
urr rm 
Niwa VIS 3 
I believe that this objcction is not corrects I 
loing something now which the prosecution has done timo and 


again in the. last fow months a ring the questioning of witnosscse 


COLONEL NEAVes wait a minutee There has never boen a procedure like 
before the Commissionor,. This is a ca 


i caso whore tho Tribunal has given 


special pormission to defense counsel to cross examine one 


prosocution witnesses, and anything: 


tribunal doos not apply here 


ne 


: Aftor + have submitted this docummt, I would like 


mo question of the witness } oly would toad to the shorten- 


of the entire discussione 


COLONEL NEAVE: I make the following rulinge You may submit this 


dccunent to the witness,and cross oxamino him on ite Mmothor tho doevment 


oduced in ovidence during this not during tho 


hearings for tho coxaninotion of affidavits will bo roferrod 


3 


the Judges during tho lunch houre It would appear to mo tho prosecution 
perfoctly right, that is not the correct manner in which to presont 


umonts im the form of horos It is not exactly the sane type 
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z] 


of hearings that wo have boon having in tho past; hovovor, sinco this point 
ay arise again, the Cormaissioner will speak to the Tribunal about it during 
tho lunch hour. In tho moantimo, if you wish, will you submit tho afi’ lovit 
to the witness, i/nit a minuto, ploaso translate tho oxtract, as wo we .5 to 
know what it is aboute 

DRe LATERNSER: 
Groups wors not z wit? ingle worde Their use 
as political sccurity ar abion moasuros." 

COLONEL WEAVE: Is that all? 

DRe KUMPNER: Mre Commissioner, I think the witness should Imo: the 

alieged conversation or mootinge 
with the mooting that tho witness 

COLONEL NEAVE: Go on and mako that point cloare 
BY DReLATERNSER: 

Q I show you, witness, n sworn affidavit Brigadior Goneral “cikomp, 
which Ill show to you ir maodintolye. At that time Genoral Kloikomp wa: 
1-C officor of Army Group South, ond ho participated in this 
Juno 1941, Ho states in this affidavit that the 
informed of ony mass oxcoutions within any 

affidavit which I beg you to road through, 

you questionsaftor you have read i tẹ (liitnes Fal » affidavit). 
Witness, I would like to ask you whether you now romain with your firn 
conviction, when 1-C officors during that discussion woro informed 
proposod mass cxoeutions to Russia, or you romain of jour firm conviction 
as you have stated after having read the sworn affidavit of one of “ho 


participants? 


I wont to state the following so far g i concornode 


Brigadior General Kle cikamp concerned himself with the meetir 


boginning of June ak tho mecting which I did montion in my affidavit, thon 
t can bo seen in my affidavit that mass oxocutions wore not monticno’ durins 
that discussion; secondly, I don't doubt it that I would Say 

possible “that what is mentioned in +t affidavit was also undcor disou: 


but I do remomber the fact that at tho time was discussed the military uso 
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of SIPO and the SD as a secubity forthe so-called Rollbahnon, the supply 
roads loading up to the front, This was not just a polico measure, but it 
was actually to use as a military force the SIPO and tho SDe I just made 
this example in order to show that tho sworn affidavit by Brigadior Goncral 
Kleikemap is not quito comploto, and 1211 have to remain with my firm 
conviction that in that discussion i on the truc uso of thoso units, 
as I had t > it lator, was discussed, and cocerning which this 
isadicr Gonoral Kleikamp does not saye 
Q You want to keep your conviction thet during those meotings plamed 
mass oxccutions actually were discussed, ovon though you have in front of 
uu a Sworn affidavit of one of tho participants in tho discussion in June 
1941, vich tel: that these matters woro not 
A I do not want to evaluate tho trustworthinoss of these two 
submitted affidavits, I want to state again that in the discussions le 


at tho beginning of Juno 1941, woh I did 


liscussions the mattors as I have explained were 


Witness, how can you claim this was discussed at that time, ovon 
gh you wore not prosont? 
T#1l say that if you think back ovor the entire morning of cross 


. 
yarn 4 


oxomination hore, the only basic question wasy how I arrived at this cone 
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viction, and I don't think anything more can be said about ite 


COLONEL NEAVE: Dr. Laternier, do you want to go on 


m 


after lunch? This cross examination has sonc on for 
Tow nany more points do jo wish to cover? 

DR. LUTERNSER: an to finish innodiately. 

COLONEL NEAVE: Well, is this going to be your last 
think wo will have to adjourn in any ^a Do you still wish to submit the 
orders reforred to on page 2 of the a-iidavit? 

DRe IATERNSER: I don't thini: that it will be necessary 

COLONEL NEAVE: Is that all of your cross wiination? 

DRe IA TEINS 

COLONEL NMAVS: How much longer do you want to 

De JATERNSER: Only a short timc. 

COLOMEL NEAVE: Well, it uld be 

hort affidavit. 
(A recess was taken until = 00 hours.) 
at 14,00 hours e ) 
Dr. Laternser, the affidavit that 
this morning 
that purposce 
WiLL you put it in with the ronainine 


General Staff, in the usual way? 


nd that you have a few morc questions to 


4 


Atnoss, your activitics took placo near Hinnlar? 
Yes, from Junc 1942. 
Do you expcct trial arains’: y on the part of tho Allics? 


ficcorcing to the circur 


Dr. Li TERNS Re 


READ IN TION 


— * 


now cone back to the afficav it which was submitted by you. 





ma 


that affidavit 100% correct - yes or no? 


A Of coursc, yes. 


As regards the affidavit and your statement in connection ith this 


the correctness of the affidavit was by no means influenced 


to be submitted to a court -= or not? 


one of my 240 testimonics which I gave in ny 


Ly 


When did you pass over from the i 
to the Gestapo 

From the logal point of view, in 19373; and as 
functions, 


You remined in this office until 19) or 19h 
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I sugscst that the RSHA ean be considered as an orranization. 


activity extended over various d lepartnents 


. cortain igpressiion of the administratic 


the administration and how lone were you thoro? 


9 


I worked in the SD and in the istration since 193: 


ral knowledge of the administro>t-n can bo con 
for your statement which you have givon l 
ins ofa herc are p ts cf contact, yose 
DR. KGMPNER: 
JOLEMSSIONER : 
Dre Kanpner, have 


~~ 


witness? is he to romain? 
DRe KEMPNER: ) or subsoquont y 
COLLISSIONER: Witne you nay co note 


If the othor witnoss is out thero s Will ycu bring hin in? 


‘idered as 


The fercgoing is a tru 1 correct transcript of the testinony of 


MERIAL SCHELLENBERG, taken cn 25 July 1916. 
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